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Mr. W. Hawes, the Chairman of the Society of Arts, 
published, in the last number of the Zaw Magazine, 
letter addressed to its editor, in which various useful 
‘muggestions are made for the amendment of the Law of 
| Patents. Mr. Hawes is one of those who consider that 
our whole system of Patent Law rests upon an economi- 
tal fallacy, and is as prejudicial to the real interests of the 
| inventors, as of the public ; but his object in his recent 
communication, is to show that, without the circuitous 
_mnd expensive machinery of the existing law, the in- 
“terests of inventors be ps and ought to be, more 
_ effectually protected by the public bounty—by a reward, 
pot merely for the life of an inventor, but for a fixed 
‘term of years after-his death. He adduces several in- 
| stances, of a remarkable character, to show that the real 
' inventors or truly original discoverers, from whose in- 
| vestigations and labours the community has derived the 
| greatest advantage, have received therefrom little or 
| Bo pecuniary benefit, and, in some cases, have not 
even obtained patents, while a host of persons, whose 
ingenuity has been displayed in merely adapting 
or applying such inventions and discoveries, hate 
_ made their fortunes—all which it is impossible to 
Mr. Hawes, therefore, maintains, that while the 
is restrained and embarrassed infinitely in usin 











_ public 
' the fruits of science and genius, the real, or, at all 


' events, the original benefactors, obtain no correspond- 
j benefit, and often, indeed, no advantage whatever. 
_ The remedy for this state of things is, the 
' fefusal of patent monopolies to individuals, and yet, not 
_ withholding the reward which is due by the State 
 toinventive genius. The following is an outline of the 
scheme proposed by Mr. Hawes :— 
1, That, at any period within thirty years after the publica- 
- tion and registration in some public office of a really new in- 
_ vention or original discovery, clearly and accurately described, 
_ the author and his heirs shall be at liberty to petition the 
_ Privy Couneil for the consideration of his claim for a public 
reward for the benefit the country has derived from the publi- 
cation and use of his invention. 
_ 2. That he shall prove, to the satisfaction of the Privy 
Conncil, his title to being the true and coignal inventor; that 
has produced important national benefits as distinguished 
| from trade advantages; and that he first published and re- 
 gistered it, and gave it unreservedly to the country. 
3. That notice ‘of the intention to apply to the Privy 
~ Council for a public reward, with particulars of the date of 
first publication of the invention, shall be advertised 
weekly for at least six months before such an application be 


4. That, after due inquiry, the Privy Council shall declare 
ther the claim be proved or otherwise, and fit or unfit for 
blic reward, referring it then, with such recommendation as 
may think proper, to her Majesty’s Treasury to settle the 

‘mount of reward to be granted to the applicant. 
~ 5, That no claim for com ion or reward shall be made 
till after the expiration of fourteen years from the date of the 
_ fitst discovery and publication of the invention or process, and 
/ 80 claim shall be allowed unless the publication, at the time 
Specified, and its beneficial use by the public, be most clearly 
Proved, and that large , realized during the 
Previous fourteen years, shall disentitle an applicant to public 

pecuniary reward. 

Tux Cuancuzy Fouxps Rora: Commissioners, who 
appointed two or three years ago to inquire into 


the whole subject of chancery finance, have not yet, we 
believe, made their report, but it is said they have almost 
concluded their labours, and that the report will be 
shortly forthcoming. The annual accounts have 
meanwhile, however, been presented to Parliament. The 
interest account of the Suitors’ Fund the year with 
a balance in hand of £42,331, and closed with the balance 
raised to £97,928, after payment of the salaries, pen- 
sions, and expenses ch upon thefund. Of this balance 
£80,958 was paid over to the Suitors’ Fee Fund account, 
.@ fund consisting mainly of the fees received in the 
course of the year; above £70,000 was received in the 
shape of stamps, and there were ether receipts through 
the various rs of the Court. But this fund has 
also to bear a heavy burden of salaries and compensa- 
tion annuities; among the latter stands £26,359 paid to 
eighteen sworn clerks and a messenger. The result is, 
that the year ending in November, 1863, closed with 
the balance of cash in hand (including the transfer from. 
the Suitors’ Fund) raised to £99,252. But this is owing 
to sums which, though placed in the account of the 
year, belong to the income of the previous year. 
real income of the previous year was £162,044, and the 
expenditure £161,687, leaving a surplus of only £357.. 


Tue Jurtvicat Society will hold its next meeting on 
Monday, the 29th of February, at eight o'clock, p.m, 
precisely, when the debate on Mr. J. W. Hume Williams's 
es The Notion of Unsound Mind constituting 

esponsibility for Crime, as exemplified in the case of 
George Victor Townley,” will be resumed. The ad- 
journed debate will be opened by Mr. Lindley. Thomas 
Chambers, Esq., Q.C., will preside. r. Forbes 
Winslow, the chairman at the‘ last meeting, suggested 
on that occasion that, instead of the charge now usually 
given to juries in criminal cases, when insanity is set up 
as a defence, the following be substituted :—‘ Was the 
prisoner insane when he committed the crime, such in- 
sanity being the effect ofa disorder of the brain; and 
was he, in consequence of this mental and physical con- 
dition, incapable at the time of exercising a healthy con- 
trol over his thoughts and actions ? 


Ar a meetine of the Association of Chambers of 
Commerce, held on Thursday, Mr. Hesp, of Hudders- 
field, moved the following resolution :— 

That the loss and inconvenience, which result from the ope- 
ration of the 17th section of the Statute of Frauds (29 Car. 2 
c, 3), and of the 7th section of the Statute of Geo. 4 e. 14, 
rendering void all contracts for sale of goods exceeding £10, 
unless reduced into writing or evidenced by delivery and ac- 
ceptance, or by payment on account, render it expedient that 
those sections should be repealed, and that a petition for such 
repeal be addressed to her Majesty's Government. 

Mr. Hesp contended that the sections in question 
operated unfairly to the honourable trader, while un- 
scrupulous and dishonest men obtained an advantage 
that was never intended to be given to them. The dis- 
cussion was adjourned, as the members of the associa- 
tion had to form themselves into a deputation to wait 
upon Mr. Milner Gibson, at the Board of Trade. 

A meetine of the English and Irish Law and Chan- 
cery Commission, was held at No. 6, Adelphi-terrace, 
Strand, on the 24th inst. It is likely that the report of 
the commissioners will soon be made. 





NEW TRIALS IN CRIMINAL CASES. 

Sir Fitzroy Kelly’s Bill, providing for an appeal in 
criminal pe is p At in extenso in our number of to- 
day. The question raised is one in which a large 
number of attorneys throughout the country are in- 
terested, and in reference to which they can, no doubt, 
give much valuable information, and many useful sug- 
gestions. At pasgrme: where a point of law is reserved 
at the trial of a prisoner, the case comes way of 
appeal before the Court for Crown Cases ; 





| but this bill provides that there may be motion for 
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new trial in every case of treason or felony, where the 
prisoner has been convicted, provided only that a bar- 
rister will certify that there is reasonable ground for 
the application. Practically we know that such cer- 
tificates become almost a matter of course where they 
are —. in civil business, and it is not likel 
that they would be less so in cases where the life 
or liberty of the client was involved. Substan- 
tially, therefore, this bill, if it becomes law, will enable a 
motion for 4 new trial in every case of treason or felony, 
and the only check to such motions will be the povert 
of prisoners. Of course, every man, with money enoug 
in his pocket would like to have a second chance, and 
those who are too poor to secure the boon will natu- 
rally think their case a very hard one. This is a serious 
objection to the measure, but there are many others of 
equal weight. As the law now stands, juries feel the 
serious and grave responsibility of pronouncing verdicts 
which are final, from which there can be no appeal, and 
which can be set aside only by the exercise of the special 
prerogative of the Crown. But if, in every case of more 
than usual importance—either on account of the qualit: 
of the prisoner, or the character of the offence—there is 
the moral certainty, or, at least, the strong probability of 
an *p , it cannot be expected that juries will feel an 
equal degree of responsibility, or that they will pay the 
same earnest regard to the evidence as they do now. 
In the course of time, the first trial would come to be 
regarded as little more than a preliminary, investigation 
—a mere step of procedure—any error or mischance 
in which could be rectified without much difficulty. 
The result would probably be, that juries would be- 
come more careless in their verdicts, whether of convic- 
tion or acquittal; and thus, not only prisoners who 
ought to be acquitted would sometimes be convicted, but 
those who ought to be convicted might now and then be 
acquitted. Yet it is not intended that the Crown should 
ever be allowed to move for a new trial, even in the 
latter class of cases, where the prisoner's escape was a 
manifest miscarriage of justice. For instance, if 
Townley had been acquitted on the evidence of the 
mney oemeecrl doctors, against the direction of the judge, 
and against every dictate of sound reason and common 
sense, Sir Fitzroy Kelly's bill would not give the pro- 
secutor the power to move for a new trial, and so 
in all such cases, the chances of the guilty would be 
greatly increased on one side, while, on the other, the 
public would be left entirely without corresponding 
protection. 

Another serious drawback to the present proposal is 
the risk which there would always necessarily be of 
having the witnesses spirited away, or, at least, tampered 
with, during the interval between the first and second 
trial. Until the case is heard, the prisoner and his 
friends are frequently very much at a loss to estimate 
the relative importance of the various witnesses for the 
prosecution, and usually the witnesses themselves are 
more or less in the dark on the subject. But at the trial 
—especially where the —- involves capital punish- 
ment—it not uncommonly happens that the verdict 
turns upon the testimony of some one witness, and the 
difficulty would be (where human life was involved and 
any section of the public took a strong view ‘of the 
prisoner's innocencé) to protect him from the numerous 
influences adverse to truth, which would be brought to 
bear upon him under such circumstances, while an ap- 
peal was pending—to say nothing of the instances in 
which he might be tempted with an actual bribe. 

There is also another practical objection which 
must be admitted by the supporters of the measure, 
unless they are prepared to maintain, not only that 
the number of improper convictions that now occur 
are rig age a | few, but further, that appeals 
would take place in such cases only. We believe 
that wrong verdicts, as against the prisoner, are 
now senely rare, and that if appeals were to be 
equally limited in number, the present judicial staff of 





the common law courts would probably not be unable 
to undertake the additional work. But, as we have 


already suggested, it is a great fallacy to suppose that 
there youl be a motion for a new trial only in such 
cases as those in regard to which the public now enter. 
tains an uncomfortable suspicion that wrong may have 
been done to the prisoner. Of course, every prisoner 
who had money enough to move for a new trial, with the 
least chance of eventual success, would be disposed to 
do so, and there are few counsel who would refuse a cer- 
tificate, in ninety-nine cases out of a hundred, where 
there was the faintest chance of success, that there ex. 
isted a “reasonable ground of appeal.” The con- 
sequence would be so great an increase of judicial 
work, that the present staff would be wholly insuffi. 
cient to carry out the provisions of the Act. This, 
of itself, would be no inadequate reason for not passing 
the measure, if it were necessary, or otherwise desirable, 
But the consideration is one which ought not to be 
passed over in any discassion upon the matter. 

We certainly do not desire to pronounce in any dog- 
matic manner upon Sir Fitzroy Kelly's measure; but 
we do hope that the irregular and unsatisfactory pro- 
ceedings recently, in the ‘Townley Case, will not have 
the effect of inducing Parliament to hurry through a 
bill which is open to many serious objections—among 
others to those which we have mentioned. In one re- 
spect we entirely agree with the principle of the bill, 
but so far as we concur in it we think it might be 
carried out in a far less objectionable manner. The 
bill proceeds upon the principle that no verdict of a 
jury ought to be set aside except by a judicial inquiry 
properly conducted, and in this we entirely coincide; 
but it by no means follows, that every prisoner who is 
dissatisfied with the verdict should be entitled, almost 
as a matter of course, to a new trial. The question 
should lie with the jad e or the Attorney-General, 
Any provision of this kind would prevent the abuse of 
the system, and would not be open to the weightiest ob- 
jections against Sir Fitzroy Kelly's measure. If there 
had been any such enactment in force when Townle 
was tried, Baron Martin would, no doubt, have availed 
himself of it, especially if he were allowed, as Sir Fitzroy 
Kelly proposes, to grant a new trial upon the separate 
question of the alleged insanity of the prisoner, without 
touching the other part of the case, as to which there 
could be no reasonable doubt. 





BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETIES. 

The statute under which building societies obtain a legal 
footing (6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 32), recited that such societies 
had been established principally amongst the industrious 
classes, “‘ for the purpose of raising, by small periodical 
subscriptions, a fund to assist the members in obtaining 
a small leasehold or freehold property,” and that it was 
expedient to afford encouragement and protection to 
such societies, and the property obtained by the funds 
so raised. It is remarkable how persistent have been 
the attempts to employ the powers given by this Act for 
the purpose of etatene not a build ing society 

re 


proper, but what is called a freehold land society. ‘The 
usual course to be, to get the rules of a new 
society certified by the regi as a building society, 


strictly in conformity with the Act, and then to change 
the name, and extend the sphere of action of the society, 
so as to give it a character which the rar wou. 
haye refused to recognise. Such p ings are, of 
course, illegal; but it is sometimes ifficult to say what 
is the precise effect of this illegality upon transactions 
of the society. A question of this nature having come 
lately before the Court of Queen's Bench, the 
upon it was chiefly based upon two cases decided by the 
present Master of the Rolls, in which conclusions ap- 
parently, but not really, conflicting, were arrived at. __ 
In the first of these cases, Mullock v. Jenkins, 14 Beav. 


628, it was laid down that a benefit building society is 
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not absolutely precluded from investing its funds in the 
ope of real estate. The committee of the society 

ad authorised the vice-president to purchase a real 
estate for the society, and had furnished him with part 
of the funds. He purchased the estate, but appro- 
priated it to himself. It was held that the trustees 
were entitled to sue on behalf of the society, to com- 
pel a restitution of the estate. The defendant con- 
tended that it was illegal for a benefit building societ 
to enter into a transaction of this description, Pewee 
as the object of the society was to enable persons to 
borrow mone f to erect or purchase houses, or to pur- 
chase freehold or leasehold estate, but that such societ 
had no power to buy land. The Master of the Rolls 
asked whether there was anything which made it im- 
possible for such a society to acquire land. “ Assuming,” 
said he “that the society had more money than they 
required for the purpose of making loans, I see nothin 
to make it illegal for them to invest a portion of their 
property in the purchase of. real estate.” This case 
came on upon demurrer to the bill, when there could be 
no inquiry into the facts. If there had been such in- 
quiry, it would probably have appeared that the society 
was proposing to devote substantially the whole of its 
available funds to a speculation in land, which is the 
very thing that a land society is formed to do. However, 
there is no reason to question the soundness of the prin- 
ciple of this case, viz., that it is not illegal for a building 
society to invest a portion of its funds in the purchase of 
land, supposing that enough money remains in hand 
for the primary purpose of making advances to members 
of the society upon mortgage. In the second of these 
cases, Grimes v. Harrison, 26 Beay. 435, the same prin- 
ciple was laid down. But as the directors, having only 
£621 in hand, had contracted for the purchase of an 
estate for £2,300 by instalments, and had paid on account 
£800, it was held that they had committed a breach of 
trust, and were liable to replace the £800. The 
Master of the Rolls considered that the question between- 
the plaintiff, who was a member of the society, and the 
directors, stood on a different footing from the question 
between the plaintiff and the vendor of the estate, who 
was made a co-defendant with the directors. As be- 
tween members, all questions must be governed by the 
rules of the society, and the effect of these rules could 
not be altered by affixing to them a title-page bearing 
the words “ Freehold Land Society,” nor by writing the 
same words upon the pass-books of members. Looking, 
then, at the rules, it was impossible to say that this was 
a bond fide investment of a surplus fund of the society. 
It was, in fact, a speculative investment of the money of 
the oon in the purchase of an estate to be divided 
amongst the members. “ This,” said his Honour, “ ma 
be one of the functions of a freehold land society, but it 
is not one of the functions of a benefit building society.” 
The directors had committed a breach of trust, and they 
must be held liable to make good the £800, paid by way 
of instalments of the purchase-money. But, as regarded 
the vendor, who had dealt bond fide with what he sup- 
posed to be a freehold land society, there was nothing 
in the transaction to render him liable in that suit to 
return the money he had received. 

Attention has been recently directed to this subject b 
the case of Hughes v. D’ Hyncourt, 12 W.R. 408, in whie 
a question, similar to that which occupied the Master of 
the Rolls, came before the Court of Queen’s Bench, on 
appeal from a decision of one of the metropolitan police 
magistrates. The case arose out of the transactions of 
an association, called the North London Benefit Building 
Society, formed in 1852. At the first meeting; held for 
the establishment of the society, it was stated that its 
object was to enable those persons who might join it to 

rocure votes for the county by obtaining allotments of 
and. Rules for the conduct of the society were, how- 
ever, p: and were certified by the registrar in the 
usual manner, which could not have been done if those 


rules had purported to provide for anything beyond the 





usual business of a benefit building society. 
after the formation of the society, one Sane joined 
as an “ investing member,” by subseribing 

In 1853 a freehold estate was bought in the names of 
trustees for the society. This estate was bought 


$8 


with money belonging to the , and 
money borrowed for the purpose by the directors. Part 
of the money so borrowed was still due, and the society 


had no funds out of which to off the debt, oe 
subscriptions in arrear. The chake was divided into al- 
lotments among members of the society, and many of 
these allotments had been conveyed to the allottees. 
Layton entered into an agreement to take two allotments, 
but they were never conveyed to him. In 1862 Layton 
lied upon to pay the amount due from him as & 
member of the society, in of subscriptions, éx- 
penses, fines, and interest, notice was at the same 
time given that, in default of payment, the 
would proceed to appoint arbitrators in the 
pointed out by statute. Arbitrators were 
ingly appointed, and made an award, w 
they ordered Layton to pay the amount claimed 
pos Pos Afterwards a summons was taken out 


uu 


Rg 
oF 


Clerkenwell Police Court to compel performance 
award, and, upon the hearing of this summons, 
objected to the magistrate’s jurisdiction, om 
grounds, one of which was, that the society had no 
wer to buy land, or to compel its members to contri- 
bute towards the purchase thereof. The 
considered that he had no jurisdiction. The 
Queen’s Bench held that the magistrate had jurisdiction, 
and ought to have enforced the award. It was trae 
that, after having been properly registered as a building 
society, the members, by an arrangement among them- 
selves, changed the = of the association, and con- 
verted it into a freehold land society. Lord Chief 
Justice Cockburn said that this was a perpen of 
the funds of the gee | ; but the soci not cease 
to exist because its funds were applied to a 
which the Act of Parliament did not warrant. 
misapplication might be prevented by the interference of 
a court of equity; but so long as the society existed, 
the members were bound by its rules, and it was not the 
duty of the magistrate to inquire into the alleged mis- 
a Jication of funds. Mr. Justice Crompton said :— 
“This is not an illegal conspiracy.” The 
would not give power to act as a land society ; but this 
society took the powers which it could not get asa 
building society, intending, if it could, to induce mem- 
bers to take payment in land. There was nothing 
vicions or immoral in this which would make the 
powers void. If the society had been forced to 
against Layton on the contract of allotment, which was 
against the policy of the Act, that might have been a 
defence; but the society was not claiming on the con- 
tract. Mr. Justice po rte the aon of a 
society had agreed that, ins of a piece 
land bein purchased by each member, the credit of the 
society should be vines to the purchase of « tract of 
land, which they afterwards intended to allot among 
the members, ‘The decision in Grimes ¥. 
was, not that the application of the fands of the society 
in such a manner was illegal in the sense of im- 
moral or criminal, but that it was so far Megal, that any 
member of the society applying to a court of equity, 
could set aside the purchase.” But, in the_case before 
the Court, the member complaining was @ party to the 
illegal agreement. 

An attempt was made in the above case to found an 
argument upon one of those numerous decisions, which 
define the to aan Ne oh of che supterasane 
of magistrates on the one hand, an 
on the | other. “If,” said the respondent's counsél, “this 
transaction was not within the objects of the society, 
then the dispute was not one between the and @ 
meriber thereof, and the magistrate had no ; 
This argument is only made to appear by meane 
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of the ambiguity of the word “transaction.” Layton 
became a member of the society, and incurred a liability 
to pay subscriptions, fines, &c. This was the “ trans- 
action” dealt with by the Court, and it was clearly within 
the objects of the society. Layton also contracted to 
purchase of the society a piece of land, and to say that 
this “transaction” was not within the objects of the 
society = 6 have been true, but was not material to the 
uestion whether there could be a valid award against 
ayton, which a magistrate would be bound to enforce. 
The respondent's counsel was, however, justified in con- 
tending that, if the dispute was not between the society 
and a member thereof, as a member, the magistrate had 
yy ayers This was decided in Reg. v. Trafford, 
4 EK. & B. 122, where a dispute arose between a with- 
drawing member and the society as to the terms on 
which, according to the construction of the rules, he was 
entitled to redeem his mortgage. It was held that jus- 
tices had jurisdiction only over disputes arg from the 
relation of member and society, and that the dispute 
in that case arose from the relation of mo or and 
mortgagee. Mr. Justice Erle stated the opinion of the 
Court of Queen’s Bench to be, that questions upon rights 
to land, arising out of a mortgage, were within the juris- 
diction of the courts at Westminster, although the mort- 
sliould be made according to the rules of a benefit 
building society, and although the point in question 
really should be the construction of one of those rules. 
If such a question were within the superior jurisdiction, 
justices had no authority to make an order. The deci- 
sion of Lord Chancellor Cranworth, given a year earlier, 
in Fleming vy. Self,3 D.M. & G. 997, 3 W. R.89, did not go 
quite so far as the decision of the Queen’s Bench, but it 
went in the same direction. In that case the owner of 
shares in a benefit building society gave a mortgage to 
secure sums advanced to him by the society in respect of 
his shares. A difference having arisen as to the terms of 
redemption of this mortgage, the mortgagor filed a claim 
in the Court of Chancery. It was contended, on behalf 
of the society, that the Court had no jurisdiction, and 
that the question ought to have been decided by arbitra- 
tion. Lord Cranworth, upon this point, said—‘ The 
question to be decided depends partly on the con- 
struction of the rules, and partly on the true mean- 
ing of the mortgage deed, and the mode of giving to it 
true effect, Admitting, for the sake of argument, that this 
Court would have no jurisdiction in a dispute depend- 
ing solely on the construction of the rules, there are still 
ts for decision here, arising on the nature and extent 
of the relief to be given on the mortgage, which this 
Court alone can determine.” It is well, however, in con- 
sidering questions of this nature, to bear in mind what 
was said by Vice-Chancellor Page Wood, in Armitage v, 
Walker, 2 K. & J. 221. “The islature intended 
carefully to provide that these societies should not be 
d before courts of law or equity if it could possibly 
be avoided, and has taken care to enact that the whole 
discussion of their affairs shall be disposed of in a cheap 
and summary manner, by the decision of an arbitrator 
or justice, as the parties shall choose; and when they 
have once made their election the power of the justice 
or of the arbitrator, acting always within the rules of 
the society, is complete, and is not subject to revision by 
any court of law or equity.” 








REAL PROPERTY LAW. 


CONVERSION BY PAROL CONTRACT. 
Frayne v. Taylor, V. 0. K., 12 W. R. 287. 

The true operation of the 4th section of the Statute of 
Frauds is well exemplified by this case. The words of 
the section are that “no action shall be brought whereby 
to charge any person . i upon any 

sale of lands, tenements, or hereditaments 
unless the agreement upon which such action 


contract or 


shall be brought, or some memorandum, or note, thereof be 





in writing.” One would suspect, by the way, that “con- 
tract or sale,” should be read “contract for sale.” But, 
although no action can be brought, or suit instituted, on 
such a contract itself, not in writing, that conversion of 
realty into personalty, by which the vendor’s personal re- 
presentative, and not his heir, becomes entitled to the 
purchase money, and which always results from a con- 
tract made in conformity with the statute, may, under 
certain circumstances, be effected by a parol contract. For, 
as was observed by the Vice-Chancellor, the Act does 
not make a parol contract void; it is still a contract; and 
sometimes, where the contract has been executed, the aid 
of the Court may be obtained to carry out the result with 
the same effect as if the contract had been written. 
In the present case, a vendor by a parol contract 
died intestate as to real estate, but having made a will, 
of which, on the renunciation of the executors, adminis- 
tration was granted to his brother, his heir-at-law, the 
defendant. The title being under investigation at the 
time of the death, the purchaser applied to the heir to 
carry out the contract, which he agreed to do, and 
did, by a conveyance, whereby, after recitals of the 
title, and of the death, intestacy, heirship, adminis- 
tration, parol contract, application, and agreement, 
it was witnessed that, in pursuance of the recited con- 
tract by the deceased vendor, and in consideration of the 
purchase-money, the defendant conveyed, in the usual 
form; and he entered not into a trustee’s covenant against 
incumbrances, but into the usual vendor’s covenants for 
title. Between four and five years afterwards, the defen- 
dant passed the residuary account of the testator’s 
estate, with an entry of the purchase-money in the 
account, as the “produce of the houses, &c., contracted 
to be sold by the testator in his lifetime, and pur- 
chase completed after his death;” and, on this footing, 
subsequently, the defendant, in communication with 
the plaintiff and the other next of kin, balanced. 
the account and divided the balance. Unconnected 
‘with this, there were matters which prevented the 
estate being wound-up; and, upon an administration 
summons being taken out, the defendant in his account, 
brought in on affidavit, gave credit for the purchase- 
money as part of the personal estate come to his hands. 
This account being thought insufficient, he brought in a 
second verified account, and again gave credit for the 
purchase-money, but claimed to retain it as heir. 

The case, then, raised the grave question whether cer- 
tain acts of the heir were sufficient to give to a sale, 
carried out by him to a person under a contract with the 
ancestor not enforceable against the heir, the effect which, 
in respect of the purchase-money, would have followed 
the sale, if the contract had been enforceable against him. 
The position of the heir, as stated by the Vice-Chancellor, 
was this—first, the heir might have rejected the contract 
altogether as one on which, by the Statute of Frauds, no 
bill would lie against him; secondly, he might, not con- 
sidering that he ought to raise a question on the statute, 
have renewed the contract as heir, so as to have the pur- 
chase-money for himself; or, thirdly, he might have com- 
pleted the contract as the ancestor’s, and as having made 
a conversion. The question was, which of the second 
and third courses did the defendant take. We need 
scarcely say that an equity of the next of kin to property, 
as property given up by the heir in their favour, ought 
to be clear. It is not easy to see upon what principle at 
all they could raise such an equity, unless there were some 
trust clearly moving from him, expressly or impliedly, in 
favour of the next of kin. Admitting that the heir re- 
cognized the contract as making a conversion of the real 
estate into personalty in the testator’s lifetime, still, as 
the recognition would be voluntary on the heir’s part, it 
is not plain on what principle of equity anyone could 
enforce, against the heir, any claim to this personalty. The 
fact that the heir voluntarily treats the descended in- 
heritance as having become personalty in the ancestor’s 
lifetime, does not appear to give the next of kin any title 
to the personalty. The heir could take such personalty. 
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But we will state, in abstract, the judgment of the Vice- 
Chancellor. 

Repudiating all notion of deciding the case merely on 
moral grounds, the Vice-Chancellor showed that the de- 
fendant had before him the three courses above men- 
tioned. Then, had the defendant completed the testa- 
tor’s contract, or had he entered into a new one, not on 
different, but the same, terms? If he had sold as heir-at- 
law, and carried into effect a contract of his own, his 
»greeing to throw the money into the personal estate did 
not bind him; but it appeared clear, on the whole cir- 
cumstances, that he knew he was under no obligation to 
perform the contract, but with deliberation he desired to 
perform, and did perform it, and it was not a new con- 
tract of his own, but the actual contract of the testator. 
True, the heir or the purchaser might set up the statute, 
but not if they chose to carry the contract out voluntarily; 
if the parties chose to carry it into effect, why was it not 
a contract? The defendant, having legal advice, chose 
to say he would carry out the intestate’s contract, and 
the conveyance itself put the case out of doubt. If 
the defendant was selling, by virtue of a contract of his 
own, inthe character of heir by descent, it would sig- 
nify nothing who was the legal personal representative, 
he would have nothing to do with it, and the recital of 
administration would be useless. Then there was a re- 
cital of the verbal contract of the testator, pointing out 
that it was only verbal and unperformed, and of the re- 
quest to the defendant to carry “the same ” into effect, 
which he “hath consented to do.” That recital was in- 
consistent with the supposition that the heir was entering 
into a new contract. The covenants could not countervail 
the circumstance that the defendant was not carrying out 
a contract of his own. The subsequent conduct of the 
defendant, in the administration account, was only consis- 
tent with such a state of things. But if the case turned 
on that the Court would allow the matter to be rectified, 
but, by the most solemn acts, the defendant’s conduct 
showed that, in every way, he treated the purchase-money 
as pure personalty. 

The main ground, therefore, of the judgment, was the 
form of the conveyance. Respecting the strong view 
taken on this ground by the Court, some remarks arise 
from a consideration of the great wariness exercised by 
conveyancers, as to the purchaser’s title, in the mode of 
carrying out asale. There having been, in the present 
case, a parol contract by the ancestor, followed by nego- 
tiations on the title, there would have been danger that, 
on a subsequent dealing by the purchaser, a future pur- 
chaser might, in a way, have notice of some contract by 
the ancestor, and consequently, if the heir had carried out 
the sale as in his own right, taking the purchase-money, 
that the purchaser from him might then be put to prove 
—first, that the ancestor’s contract was a parol contract; 
secondly, that there was no part performance, nor any- 
thing which would have entitled the present purchaser to 
specific performance by the heir. A requisition made, after 
a lapse of years, for such proofs, might be very embarrass- 
ing. Hence the deed was in the nature of a confirmation 
by the heir. It followed also, that it was necesssary for him 
to execute as administrator, as well as in the character of 
heir. All that the conveyancer thought about was, how to 
make the purchaser’s title safe. The heir could not 
reasonably object to such a mode of conveyance, inas- 
much as he would be told by that legal advice which he 
is stated to have had, that the deed could not operate to 
give any rights to strangers to it. Whether, in making 
out his account afterwards, he was led or not by the 
form of the conveyance does not seem, in the view of the 
Court, to be very important. Again, the form itself 
of the deed, if regard be had to the covenants framed 
as those of a vendor selling in his own right, is so far 
from conclusive, that it rather countenances the theory 
that the recitals respecting the administration and con- 
tract were merely by way of conveyancing caution. 

However, our view of the decision rests on higher 
ground, The decision would establish a doctrine, that 





by a voluntary recognition, in a deed where no next of 
kin is party or cestui que trust, of the descended in- 
heritance having, in the ancestor’s lifetime, acquired the 
character of equitable personalty, the heir gives to the 
next of kin a right to that personalty. We know of no 
precedent for such a doctrine, and, moreover, are of 
opinion that if it stood, it might seriously interfere with 
the various means by which, as between the parties to 
deeds, conveyancers contrive to maintain and strengthen 
title in real property. 








BANKRUPTCY LAW. 


STaTUs OF UNCERTIFICATED BANKRUPT. 
Morgan v. Knight, C. P., 12 W. RB. 428. 

The law upon this subject has hitherto been in a very 
confused and unsatisfactory condition, as any one may 
see by looking at the strange contradictions relating to 
it which are to be found in the text-books. For instance, 
Mr. W. D. Griffith, a very careful annotator of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1861, lays it down absolutely (p. 141) that 
“an uncertificated bankrupt cannot have any property— 
at least, any personal property;” while the learned 
editors of the Bankruptcy Supplement to Selwyn’s Nisi 
Prius, state as explicitly (p. 322) that “an uncertificated 


such property or contract; and a plea, showing the bank- 
ruptey, &c., constitutes no defence, unless there be an 
allegation that the assignees have interfered.” The 
truth is, these various propositions severally rest Maa re- 
ported decisions, among which there has been great dis- 

agreement, and even conflict. Cases may be cited in 

support of the proposition that an uncertificated bank- 
rupt can have no property; eect in some 


es. hy ties. that there can be no 
where, ex hypothesi, there cannot possibly be any 
to be administered. There have been, however, some 
clear decisions the other way, and the above-named 
case of Morgan v. Knight is very valuable, as 
being a well-reasoned, explicit, and unanimous judg- 
ment of the Court of Common Pleas, expressly 

both these points, after a careful review of the previous 
conflicting decisions. The decision in this case now 
settles that an uncertificated bankrupt has not a mere pos- 
sessory title, which would be good only as against a wrong- 
doer, but an actual right of property, good as against 
all the world, except his assignees; so that, if they do not 
interfere, he is, to all intents and purposes, to be regarded 
as an absolute owner. It therefore follows that there 
may be a second valid adjudication against him, and 
that any property, possessed by him at the time, would 
go to his second assignees, unless the former assignees in- 
terfered to assert their rights. Even in case they did so, 
the question would arise between the persons 
became creditors after the first and before the second 
adjudication, whether the first assignees had not lost 
their rights by allowing the unecertificated bank- 
rupt to hold the property which he had acquired, 
and to contract new debts. Upon this point there are 
numerous decisions in favour of the second class of 
creditors, the most important modern decision being 
Tucker vy. Hernamann, 4 D. M. & G. 895. In that case 
an uncertificated bankrupt had carried ‘on business 


cli 


i 


several years after his bankruptcy, with th the knowledge 
of his assignees, and of others of his creditors at 
the time of his bankruptcy. Having died possessed of 
considerable property, o ale wes Sere vais 
cutor, for administration of his estate, the official assignee 
under the bankruptcy being a party; and and in that case he 
argued that the assets of the uncertificated bankrupt be- 
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longed to him (the official assignee), and not to the 
executors of the bankrupt, who could have no higher 
right than their testator. The evidence showed such a 
state of things as induced the Court to impute to the 
creditors under the bankruptcy, knowledge that the bank- 
rupt was carrying on business in another part of the 
country, and acquiring property, and therefore the Lords 
Justices held that they had lost their priority in respect 
of the debts due to them under the bankruptcy, and that, 
in the administration of the estate of a bankrupt so cir- 
cumstanced, the debts of creditors incurred subsequently 
to the commission must be paid in priority. This de- 
cision is entirely in accordance with Morgan v. Knight, 
but does not appear to have been cited in the 
argument in the latter case. Zucker v. Hernamann de- 
cides not only that an uncertificated bankrupt may ac- 
quire property, but that the assignees and creditors under 
the bankruptcy may lose their rights altogether as against 
subsequent creditors, upon the equitable principle that, 
having allowed the bankrupt to contract new debts, the 
bankruptcy creditors ought not to be allowed to claim in 
priority to such creditors, who may have been induced 
to give credit by the acquiescence or assent of the bank- 
ruptey creditors to the bankrupt carrying on business 
anew, or otherwise contracting new debts, In Zucker v. 
Hernamann another important point was settled— 
namely, that the Court of Bankruptcy had no jurisdiction 
to administer the estate of the bankrupt for the benefit 
of the creditors subsequent to the commission, and the 
estate was therefore, in that case, administered in the 
Court of Chancery in the ordinary manner. 








SHIPPING LAW. 


UNREGISTERED TRANSFER OF SHIP. 
Stapleton v. Haymen, Ex., 12 W. R. 317. 


The registration bow was strung rather too tightly by 
the Shipping Acts prior to the Merchant Shipping Act of 
1854. According to the 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 55, and the 
earlier Acts, Lord St. Leonards’, in 4/’ Calmont v. Rankin 
2 De G. M. & G. 405, decided that an unregistered agree- 
ment with the registered owner of a ship could not be 
enforced as against the ship (which had been transferred 
for value to a third person, with notice of the agreement), 
or its proceeds; and similar to this was the judgment of 
Knight Bruce, L.J., in Hughes y. Morris, ib. 349. The 
critical words in the 3 & 4 Will. 4, were that “a transfer, 
if unregistered, shall not be valid for any purposes what- 
soever in law or equity.” In the Act of 1854 these words 
were omitted, but it was provided, by the 43rd 
section, that no notice of any trust should be 
entered in the register, or receivable by the regis- 
trar; and, subject to any rights appearing by the 
register, the registered owner might absolutely dis- 
pose of the ship and give receipts. Upon this 
a question arose, whether the policy of the old Acts were 
altered or not—whether the Court were or were not still 
precluded from giving effect to an equity in a ship. The 
point came before Wood, V.C., and Lord Campbell, on appeal 
from the V.C., in the Liverpool Borough Bank v. Turner, 8 
W. R. 730, 9 id. 292, where a surety to the bank contracted 
with it, in consideration of continuing the principal’s 
account and making further advances, to assign the 
surety’s right in a ship as security. The surety became 
bankrupt, and the assignees sold the ship. The Vice- 
Chancellor decided, and the Lord Chancellor confirmed 
the decision, that the contract could not be enforced, at 
law or in equity, against the proceeds of the sale. Much 

ip, says Pollock, C.B., in the principal case, arose 
from the state of the law under this Act, “because a man 
might buy a vessel, and pay for it, and yet, if he was in 
any way prevented from registering it, the former owner 
had the vessel, as well as the money, and for this reason 
the Act of 1862 was passed, expressly giving force to 
equitable rights.” The 8rd section declares the intention 





| of the former Act to be, that, without prejudice to its 


provisions for preventing notice of trusts from being 
entered in the register, or received by the registrar, and 
to the powers of disposition and giving receipts, “ equities 
may be enforced against owners and mortgagees of ships, 
in respect of their interest therein, in the same manner 
as equities may be enforced against them in respect of 
any other personal property.” 

A barge was sold to the plaintiff by a bill of sale, in 
proper form, according to the 55th section of the Act of 
1854, but by reason of his being under age, the transfer 
was not registered. The seller becoming bankrupt shortly 
afterwards, the assignees had themselves registered in the 
ordinary way, as owners of the barge, and seized it, on 
which the plaintiff brought an action of trover against 
them. A rule having been obtained, on the ground that 
the plaintiff was not the legal owner of the barge, at the 
hearing, to show cause, the Court gave judgment in the 
plaintiff’s favour. Pollock, C.B., would have been sorry 
to decide contrary to Lord Campbell and Vice-Chancellor 
Wood, without clear authority; but, observed the Chief 
Baron (referring to the Act of 1862), “here we have an 
Act of Parliament passed since that decision, and pro. 
bably in consequence of it.” The bankrupt, having sold 
the barge, was a trustee of it for the plaintiff. His 
legal estate therefore did not pass to his assignees. 
Of the same opinion was Martin, B. Even with- 
out the Act of 1862, the plaintiffs had a lawful pos- 
session against the assignees, The Act of 1854 said 
that a registered ship might be transferred by a 
bill of sale; the property thereby became vested in 
the buyer, though he could not transfer before regis- 
tration. The vendor might, perhaps, make a good title 
toa registered purchaser without notice. The assignees 
had only the same title as the bankrupt, and, therefore, 
as against them, the plaintiff had a good title by the bill 
ofsale, Besides, the bankrupt was a trustee for the plain- 
tiff; his assignees, therefore, had no title. Pigott, B., 
concurred. 

The Liverpool Borough Bank v. Turner, whether rightly 
or wrongly decided, in the state of the statute law at 
that time, may now, therefore, it seems, be looked upon 


as superseded. 








COURTS, 


COURT OF BANKRUI’TCY. 
(Before Mr, Commissioner GouLBuRN.) 

Feb. 20.—Jn re an Attorney.—Mr. Denney, on behalf of 
Joseph Richardson, an arranging debtor, moved for a rule 
calling upon an attorney to show cause why he should not 
forthwith pay over a sum of £251, or why, in default, his 
name should not be struck off the roll of attorneys practising 
in thiscourt. It appeared that Richardson, being in pecuniary 
difficulties, consulted the attorney for the purpose of effecting 
an arrangement with his creditors. A deed, under the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, was agreed upon, and the necessary majority of 
the creditors agreed to accept a composition of five shfllings in 
the pound. It was then suggested by the attorney that the 
more conyenient course would be for Richardson to place in 
his hands ja sum of money sufficient for payment of the divi- 
dend; and £421 were deposited accordingly. A settlement 
was effected with a section only of the creditors, and the 
attorney retained a balance of £251. The debtor had bce: 
unable to obtain any account of what had become of the 
money, and the attorney was himself keeping out of the way. 

Mr. Commissioner GouLBURN granted a rule, calling upon 
the attorney to answer the matters contained in the affidavits. 


A return of the business done in the Court of Bankraptey 
in the legal year ending with the close of the long vacation of 
1863, shows that there were 8,470 adjudications of bank- 
ruptcy in London and the country, and in no less than 4,946 
instances, the debts did not exceed £300. The discharge was 
suspended in 388 cases, but refused in only 120. The total 
amount of gross produce realised from bankrupts’ estates in 
the year, was £698,598, A dividend was made in the year in 
996 bankruptcies, in 459 of them under 2s. 6d., in 20, 20s. 
3,016 trust deeds were registered. The solicitors’ bills of costs 
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to £69,197, and those of the mes- 
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taxed in the year gmounted 
gogers, auctioneers, and accountants, brought the charges 
xed up to £94,262, from which rather more than 9 per cent. 
yas struck off on taxation—namely, £8,681. The accountant’s 
yturn states the salaries in the Court of Bankruptcy at 
£30,109, and adds £4,933 for county court registrars’ fees, 


md £2,157 for the solicitor for pauper prisoners. The com- 

ion and retiring annuities amounted to £23,636; the ex- 

of courts and offices to £5,832; costs of prosecution, 

£602; and £1,931 was paid to the Bank for remuneration. 

The Bank account shows £822,711 received, and £708,329 

pid; 58 appeals from the Court of Bankruptcy were heard, 

gd in 37 the judgment was reversed or varied; 13 appeals 

mder trust deeds, and in 8 the judgment was reversed or 

varied; 3 appeals from county courts, and in all the judgment 
was ean or varied, 9 9=———— 

WEST INDIAN INCUMBERED ESTATES COMMIS- 
SION, 8, PARK-STREET, WESTMINSTER. 
(Before H. J. Sronor, Esq., Chief Commissioner.) 

MorTGAGE—StTaTUTES oF LimiTaTION—PossEssoryY Acts 

oF JAMAICA. — 
Feb. 16,—Jn re Parker ; Ex parte Dawkins. 

The Possessory Acts of Jamaica (4 Geo, 2,c. 4, and 14 Geo. 
$,c. 5—Jamaica statutes), which enact that persons in the 
peaceable ion of lands in Jamaica for seven years should 
told and enjoy them against all persons whomsoever, do not 

ate to bar a mortgagee from enforcing his mortgage at any 
ume while it subsists, notwithstanding the mortgagor and those 
tlaiming under him may have remained in possession more than 

swen years, J 

The possession of the mortgagor in such a case is deemed to 
le the possession of the mortgagee, 

The following decision is of considerable importance to those 
inteested in West India property in its present state of em- 
barrassment. The nature of the motion and the circumstances 
under which it was made, appear in the following judgment. 

Th Curer Commissioner delivered judgment as follows:— 
This 5 a motion to discharge the absolute order for sale in this 
matter as to two estates, called Bourkesfield and Coles Pen, 
which have not yet been sold, and is made under the following 
circumtances:—Thomas John Parker, at the end of the last 
century, and beginning of the present, created certaia mort- 
gages o: incumbrances on these two estates and three other 
considemble estates, called Hillside, Brazaletto, and Chester- 
field, sone one or more of which incumbrances (subject to any 
en of egy 8 or are now vested in the petitioner, 

lonel Jawkins. Thomas John Parker died on the 3rd of 

April, 18:3, having by his will, dated the 25th day of March, 

1823, devsed Chesterfield to his eldest son, Henry Parker, in 

feo; Hillsile and Brazaletto, subject to certain legacies and 

annuities, o his son, Henry Parker, and his issue in settlement; 
and Bourkefield and Coles Pen to his wife, Mrs. Parker, in 
fee, Mrs. Pirker died on the 4th of July, 1858, having devised 
all her real estate to William Ricketts Parker and Loftus 

Ricketts. Upon the decease of Thomas John Parker, in 1823, 

Mrs, Parke entered into ion of Bourkesfield and Coles 

Pen, and socontinued until the year 1861, when the petitioner, 

by his attormy, took possession of these two estates. During the 

whole of raprned which elapsed from the death of the testator 
tothe time vhen the petitioner took possession, the incumbran- 
cers, under whom the petitioner claims, and the petitioner, re- 
gived no paynent, and made no demand, on these two estates, 
or the owner, but, during the same period, received divers 
payments from, or on account of, the owners of the three other 
estates (Cheterfield, Hillside, and Brazaletto), and, for con- 
siderably morehan twenty years, have been in possession of the 
latter estates, md received the rents and profits on account of 
their securities. Certain sums, also, which were paid as slave 
compensation Money, were also applied in reduction of princi- 
pal and interest;n pursuance of orders of the Court of Chancery, 

made on the 24t, of May, 1839, and 31st of July, 1852, in a 

suit of Pearse \ Brooke, for the redemption of all these 

estates; but it dos not appear by those orders, or otherwise, in 

Tespect of what states such compensation money was paid. 

70 poditionse haaobtained an order in this court for the sale 

of all the estates ctnprised in his securities, under which order 

Hillside, Bragelette and Chesterfield, have been sold, but 

Bourkesfield and Giles Pen have not yet been sold, in con- 

sequence of the oppsition made by William Ricketts Parker, 

who now moves to dscharge the order for the sale of these two 
satates on the follwing nds;—First, that those estates 

Were erroneously inquded in the incumbrances vested in the 

Petitioner. Second, hat if intentionally included in such in- 





cumbrances, the petitioner is barred of his remedy by the local 
statutes, 4 Geo. 2, c. 4, and 14 Geo. 3, o. 5, giving a title by 
possession for seven years under certain circumstances, and 
subject to certain savings, 

The first ground upon which this motion rests, appears 
to me to fail altogether. There is, at least, one incum- 
brance vested in the petitioner which cannot be disputed; 
I mean the mortgage of the 3rd of May, 1808, reciting 
Thomas John Parker’s seizin of the two estates in ques- 
tion, “ nomination,” and conyeying the same to Poole and 
Fletcher, to secure £36,035 7s, 9d. due to them, and which 
mortgage is now vested in the petitioner (subject to 
any questions of account), and it is, therefore, unne- 
cessary for me to consider whether these estates are properly 
included in any of the other incumbrances vested 
in the petitioner. 

The remaining ground of objection is very serious, and 
I have given it great consideration. It resolves itself 
into the question whether a mo ee whose mo e 
comprises two estates, the equity of redemption in which 
has devolved on different persons, is, by the local Acts 
cited, barred of his remedy against one of those estates, by 
reason of his not having made any claim against such estate, 
or its owner, for seven years, although his mortgage has clearly 
been kept alive against the other estate, by payments on ac- 
count of principal or interest, or by receipt of the rents and 
profits, as mortgagee in possession. It isto be observed that 
the general Statute of Limitation in civil actions poy to 
land, in operation in Jamaica, is 21 Jac. 1, c. 16, and that there 
is also a special Statute of Limitation in that colony with re- 
spect to mortgages and other specialties—viz., 29 Geo. 3, c, 13 
—which renders the same void where no payment has been 
made or demanded for the space of twenty years, Neither of 
these statutes, it is evident, can affect the petitionor’s rights to 
enter upon any of the lands comprised in his securities, as the 

session of the mortgagor, and those claiming under him, 
in the present case, would certainly not be held to be adverse 
to the mortgagée within the statute of 21 Jac. 1, and, payments 
having been made on account of the mortgages under which 
he claims without intermission by the owners, or out of the rents 
and profits, and also by slave compensation, money arising from 
some of the estates in question, from the death of Thomas John 
Parker to the present time, it is clear that such mortgages are 
not barred by the Act 29 Geo. 3. Besides the statutes to which 
I have referred, there are three other local statutes in Jamaica 
which have been termed Possessory Acts,and which confer a title 
by possession for seven years under certain circumstances, and 
subject to certain savings, and it remains for mo attentively to 
consider the provisions of those statutes with reference to the 
present case 

The first of those statutes was passed in the 33 Car. 
2, and was confined to persons then in of 
lands in Jamaica, and, of course, does not apply to the 
present case, but throws some light on the construction of the 
two subsequent statutes, as I shall notice hereafter, only re- 
marking, in this place, that it contains no savings of the rae 
of mortgagees, or any persons whomsoever. The second Pos- 
sessory Act is the 4 Geo. 2, c. 4, which enacts “that after the 
1st day of May, 1732, all and every persons and person who hald 
any landa, tenements, negroes, or hereditaments, by virtue of 
any deed, will, or conveyance whatsoever, or of any patent for 
which quit-rent hath been paid for twenty years, at the least, 
or from the date of such patent, though the same, or any as- 
signment thereof, may have been lost, or that hold by virtue of 
any order, and have paid quit-rent for time aforesaid, and hath 
or have been in peaceable and quiet possession of any lands 
tenements, negroes, or other hereditaments, for and during the 
space of seven years last past, before the making of this Act, 
or shall continue in such possession of the same for the space of 
seven years, fromi and after the said Ist of May, 1732, or shall 
at any time hereafter be and continue in such i 
the space of seven years from their first ssing of the same, 
either by themselves or those under whom they claim, shall 
have and enjoy such lands, tenements, negroes, or other heredi- 
taments, to them and their heirs for ever against his Ma- 
jesty, and his heirs, and all other persons whatsoeyer.” 
It then provided that the Act may be pleaded in bar of all 
suits He demands, with a saving for infants, feme coverts, and 
lunatics (which it is not necessary for me to consider), and 
concludes with the following proviso :—* Lair igre 
that this Act, or anything therein contained, not extend, 
or be deemed, held, taken, or construed to extend, to con! 
or give title to any person or persons seised or any 
lands conveyed or devised to any eharitable use or uses, mort- 











324 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Feb. 27, 1864, 





agee, lessee of any lands, tenements, negro or other slaves, or 

ereditaments mortgaged, or in lease, or to any other person or 
ae to any lands, tenements, negro or other slaves, or 

ereditaments by her, him, or them possessed, or attorney, or 
guardian, or otherwise in right of another, or to any particular 
use, trust, courtesy, dower, estates for years or for life or entail, 
or to any person or persons whatsoever claiming or to claim by, 
from, or under any mortgagee or lessee, or to any attorney or 
guardian or other person seised or possessed to the use, or in 
trust for another, or under such tenants by the courtesy in 
dower for years or for life; but that the same remain and be, 
to all intents and purposes, as before making of this Act.” 
The third Possessory Act is the 14 Geo, 3, c. 5, which recites 
the enacting part of the statute 4 Geo. 2, and declares “ That 
the true intent and meaning of the hereinbefore recited part of 
the said Act is, and that the same ought to have been con- 
strued and understood from the time the said hereinbefore 
recited part of the said Act took effect, that all and every person 
and persons who then held or should thereafter hold any lands, 
tenements, negroes, or hereditaments under any deed or will 
or conveyance whatsoever, or under any patent for which quit- 
rent had been or should be paid for twenty years at the least 
from the date of snch patent, though the same or any assign- 
ment thereof had been or should be lost, or who held or should 
hold under any order, and had paid or should pay quit-rent 
for the time aforesaid, and had been, or should be in the 
actual, peaceable, and quiet possession and occupation of such 
lands, tenements, negroes, or hereditaments, so held or to be 
held for seven years from their first possessing the same, either 
by themselves or those under whom they claim, and who by 
mistake should have fallen, cleared, improved by building, culti- 
vated, or fenced, such land, whether belonging to his Majesty or 
to any other person or persons whatsoever, should hold and 
enjoy the same against his Majesty, his heirs and successors, 
and against all and every other person and persons whomsoever. 
The savings contained in the Act 4 Geo, 2 are not affected by 
this Act, and, thercfore, continue in force, The material 
alterations introduced in the enacting part of the former by 
the latter appear to be, first, the making its prospective opera- 
tion more certain by the introduction of the words “ who 
should thereafter hold, &c.,” and, second, the imposition of an 
additional condition to bring any case within the operation of 
the Act—viz, that the person holding land fr seven years 
should “ by mistake have fallen, cleared, improved by building, 
cultivated, or fenced such lands.” 

It is now contended that Mrs, Parker, having been in the actual 
possession of Bourkesfield and Coles Pen, under the will of T. 
J. Parker, for more than seven years, her devisees are now 
under the two last-mentioned statutes entitled to hold and enjoy 
the same against the petitioner and all other persons, and, 
prima facie, the case does seem to fall within the words of the 
enacting clause contained in the first of these statutes, as ex- 
pene by the second, provided that it can be shown that Mrs. 

arker improved and cultivated the land as required by the 
second Act, and as to which inquiry, if necessary, must be 
made. This construction, however, is so contrary to the rights 
of m: ees under the statute of 21 James 1, and also under 
the local Act 29 Geo. 3, c. 13, already cited, and I may add 
to the provisions of the modern English statutes, 3 & 4 Will. 4, 
c. 27, and 7 Will. 4, and 1 Vict. c. 28, and lastly to equity 
and common sense, that I am very reluctant to come to 
the conclusion that such was the intention of the local 
Legislature, and, after much consideration, I am of opinion 
that (in the absence of any judicial decision on the 
point) Mrs, Parker ought not to be held for the pur- 
poses of the Act to be in possession of these estates 
under the will of her husband, but in the same manner as he 

ff was in possession—viz., as tenant at will to the mort- 
gagee. His tenancy expired at his death, and her tenancy 
commenced on her entering into possession, and determined at 
her death, and her devisees’ tenancy commenced on their taking 
possession, and was determined by the petitioner in 1861. 
This view, by excluding mortgagors in possession from the 
enactments of the last-mentioned statutes, as also from the 
earlier Act of Charles II., appears to me to reconcile their pro- 
visions with the provisions of the statute 21 Jac, J, and the local 
Act, 29 Geo, 3, already referred to, and also with the modern 
English statute to which I have already referred, and common 
sense and equity. But if the present case ought to be held to 


fall within the enactments of 4 Geo. 2 and 13 Geo, 3, it must 
still be considered whether it would not fall within the saving 
clanse contained in the former, and I cannot help thinking that 
Mrs, Parker, as tenant at will to the mortgagee, would be held to 
have been possessed as “a lessee,” or “ in right of another,” or 





“ person claiming under a mortgagee,” within the terms , 
that saving, sooner than permit the injustice that a mortgagee, 
whose debt has been kept alive by payments, should be barred 
by the possession of the mortgagor, or his representatives, ay 
tenant at will; for it is to be observed that if these Acts would 
give atiile to Mrs. Parker, they would also have given a title 
to Thomas John Parker, and would also give a title to 
mortgagor in possession at the end of seven years from the 
date of his mortgage, however punctually the interest may 
have been paid in the meanwhile. 

There is an important case of Doe v. Eyre, 17 Q. B, 
366, which throws much light on this subject. It arose 
upon the construction of the statute 7 Will. 4 and 1 Viet, 
c. 28,which was passed to removea doubt on the present 
Limitations Act, 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, whether a mort. 
gagee who had not been in possession within tw 
years, was not barred by his ejectment by the 2nd and $n 
sections of that statute, although interest had regularly bee 
paid in the meanwhile. It was admitted that he would no 
have been barred by the statute 21 Jac. 1, and that the? 
Will. 4 and 1 Vict. c. 28 was intended to preserve to the 
mortgagee, at any time within twenty years after the payment 
of any part of the principal and interest, the same right 
of entry as if the statute 3 & 4 Will. 4, ¢ 27, 
had not passed, and it was held that the mortgage, 
under very peculiar circumstances, was entitled to recove 
against a tenant who had acquired a title under the Ad 
against the mortgagor. Inthe course of his judgment, Lori 
Campbell observed that, “in the vast majority of mortgags 
in England, the mortgagor is not in the actual possession of 
the mortgaged lands, when the mortgage is executed, and they 
afterwards remain in the possession of his tenants. The met- 
gagee and those who advise him are perfectly satisfied if, wp 
reference to a conveyancer, the title to the premises ts kh 
mortgaged is pronounced good, and, upon a reference to + sur 
veyor, the value is found to be sufficient. If the.morgagts 
receives regular payment of his interest under the : aoe 
he never inquires and he would not be allowed to 3 
whether rent is regularly paid by the tenants to the mort 
gagor. The mortgagor, therefore, according to the defudants 
construction of the statute, by omitting to receive ‘ent for 
twenty years, or to obtain a written acknowledgment from a 
tenant, may place the mortgagee in a position of suddenly 
finding that for the repayment of the mortgage money he must 
look only to the personal credit of an insolvent.’ There 
observations of Lord Campbell apply to the case of a tenant 
who had dispossessed the mortgagor during’a period o upwards 
of twenty years, whilst interest was regularly pad to the 
mortgagee, and who claimed adversely to the moxgagor, but 
they would evidently apply with greater force to sy person 
claiming under the mortgagor, especially voluneers. It is 

ssible that, from the circumstances of the case, tly mortgagor, 

homas John Parker, and Mrs. Parker, and her devisees may 
(according to certain authorities) be held to lave been not 
tenants at will, but tenants from year to year to tie mortgages, 
I do not think that this would alter the case in respect of the 
enactment of 4 Geo. 2, as explained by the 14 Geo 3, 
and it would perhaps bring it more strongly within the tem 
“ lessee,” and other terms employed in the saviry clause of the 
former. It remains for me to notice the autwrities which 
were cited in support of the motion. 

The case of Beckford v. Wade, in the "rivy Cound 
reported 17 Ves. 87, is, undoubtedly, an .mportant a0 
thority on the construction of the statute & Geo. 2, and, 
indeed, of statutes generally. It establishes, i the words of 
Sir William Grant's elaborate judgment, “tha’ general words 
in a statute, must receive a general constructios, unless there is 
in the statute itself some ground for restrainig their meaning 
by reasonable construction, not by arbitrar; addition or re 
trenchment,” and, accordingly, it was held tiat no exception 
in favour of absentees could be introduced ino the Act, besides 


not included in the particular (or expres) use and trast 
excepted in the Act. But my contentionis that in holding 
the mortgagor in possession not to be within the term 
employed in the enacting clause—viz,, 2 preon who holds any 
lands by virtue of any deed, §c., I am byne means restrait- 
ing the meaning of the words in the Actbut simply — 
that the case of a mortgagor who holdias 9 tenant at 

does not fall within those terms, and in /arther holding that 
within the terms 


& mortgagor in possession would 

employed in the saving clause to which Ihave adverted, I have 
added no exception to those already ed in the Act, bat 
only decided that a mortgagor, a: tenalt at will to his mort 
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Fase, properly falls within the terms employed in the clause. 
he case of Bolding v. Lane, 32 L. J. Ch. 219, 11 W. R, 385, 
only decides that an acknowledgment by a devisee of a mort- 
gagor that more than six years’ interest was due so as to take the 
case out of the Statute of Limitations, did not bind a second mort- 
gagee, and does not appear to me to apply to the present case, 
inasmuch as the mortgage debts now in question have never 
been barred by the statute. Dickinson v: Teasdale, 32 L. J. 
Ch. 37, was a case where a testator devised to each of his 
nephews one moiety’of his estate at,!., and charged each moiety 
with the payment of half his debts in aid of his personal estate, 
and the Master of the Rolls held “that, notwithstanding a 
general charge at the end of the will, it was clearly a charge of 
half the debts on A’s moiety and half on B.'s moiety, 
and that if A. thought fit to keep up the debt that would 
not affect B.” Cockrill v. Spark, 32 L. J. Ex. 118, is a 
case upon the Mercantile Law Amendment Act of 1856, which 
relates only to contracts and personal actions, and not to ae- 
tions of ajectment or right of entry, and, accordingly, refers to 
the 23rd section of 21 Jac. 1, c. 16, only, and not to the Ist sec- 
tion, it would not, therefore, affect the mortgagee’s right to 
enter in the present case, nor do I believe that this statute 
has been adopted by the local Legislature in Jamaica. 
No cases in the courts of Jamiaca have been cited before me, 
and I must, therefore, assume that there are none in point. 
On the whole, being, for the reasons I have mentioned, clearly 
of opinion that Mrs, Parker was not in possession of the 
estates in question within the meaning of the enacting clause 
of the 4 Geo. 2, as explained by the 14 Geo. 3, and that, if 
she were, she would still fall within the saving clause of the 
former of these two Acts, and finding no authority to the con- 
trary, I feel it my duty to refuse this motion. 

After delivering judgment on this motion, the Chief Com- 
missioner postponed giving judgment in a motion Ez parte 
Peurse, secking to re-open the accounts of certain mortgagees 
and consignees during a space of forty years, which had been 
compromised in a well-known suit of v. Brooke in the 
court of chancery, about the year 1849, but which suit it was 
now contended, was not properly constituted, and the Chief 
Commissioner proceeded to hear other claims in this compli- 
cated matter. 

Mr. Jolliffe, Mr. Roberts, Mr. Maskelyne, all of the chancery 
bar, appeared for different parties interested. 


—_— 


WORSHIP STREET POLICE COURT. 
Feb. 20.—Mr. Cooke gave judgment to-day in the case of 


\ @ claim for compensation by Mr. Pyle, a soda-water and 
‘ ginger-beer manufacturer, against the Metropolitan Board of 


Works, for loss of trade, suffered by him in the course of cer- 
tain alterations and improvements effected by the board. It 
appeared that Mr. Pyle carried on business at Nos, 11, 12, and 
13, Willow-walk, Finsbury, and employed six vans to do it. 
In September, 1862, the main drainage works were being 
executed in Willow-walk, and for two whole months the road- 
way was open in front of his premises, His vans could not be 
brought up to. the place, and he was so blocked up as to be 
obliged to take another building, No. 4, Willow-place, a court 
at the rear of his premises. He had to hire this place for eight 
weeks, at an expense of £1 10s., and had to cut a doorway in 
the wall to afford m between the two buildings, 
for which he had to pay £2 9s. more, and then had after wards 
to reinstate the wall as he found it, at the loss of another 
£1 10s. Even while he had the additional house in Willow- 
place he suffered great inconvenience, xs his goods had then 
to be carried a distance ef: about 200 yards, whereas they had 
notte be carried a dozen yards before the board commenced 
their proceedings. ..To do this extra work he had to hire three 
extra men, to each of whom he had to pay 18s. per week for 
five weeks, this ming ® loss to him of £9 upon twe of the men 
+’ Whom alone for in his claim against the 
« While he had access to his own yard he kept his vans 
there, but when the road was taken up and open he had to 
keep them in the street, and employ watchmen to mind them, 
at a loss of £2 more. His business was much injured during 
the progress of the works, and since, and in his retail trade he 
lost quite £15 in that way—profit—which he would otherwise 
have gained. The front of his premises, too, were injured by 
the carrying out of these works, which had afterwards to be 
ayy op eae aye nar omg £5. 
case was argued on # previous day, w: tr, Raymond 
appeared as counsel for the Board ef Works, and Mr. Barnard 


| 
| 





145th section of the Metropolitan Local Management Act, by 
one Richard Pyle, against the Metropolitan Board of Works, 
to recover compensation for damage done by them to him by 
laying down a sewer, under the powers of their Acts, through 
a street near to the premises of the — and thereby 
injuriously affecting his house and the profits of his business, The 
question primarily raised is, whether, assuming there to have been 
a cause of complaint against the Board of Works, the complainant 
has not allowed the time to elapse during which his complaint 
might be legally enforced. And, on the one hand, it is contended 
that, under the Lo6th section of 25 & 26 Vict. ¢. 102, or, that 
Act failing to aid the defendants, under the 11 & 12 Vict. 
c. 43,8 11, the six months limited in each of those Acts have 
so elapsed during which the complainant might have enforced 
his claim against the board. On the other hand, it is contended 
by the complainant, that such six months have not yet elapsed, 
relying on the ground that the six months are not to be 
reckoned from the time the complainant was injured by the 
acts of the board, but from the time the board refased to make 
compensation. I am of opinion the objection made to this 
complaint by the Board of Works must prevail. Under both 
the statutes to which reference has been made, the limitation 
is six months from the time of the accrual of the cause of ac- 
tion or ground of claim or demand; and I observe the use of the 
words “ No proceeding shall be instituted,” im 25 & 26 Vict. c. 
102, s, 106, thereby including other cases than those whiere 
& writ or process is issued. I have no hesitation in saying 
that if the 25 & 26 Vict. co. 102 did not apply to limit the 
time when the proceeding might be taken, that limitation is 
clearly defined by the 11 & 12 Vict.c. 43,8. If; and in 
this view I am supported by the case In re James Ed- 
mondson, 17 Ad. & Ell. 67. I think that the cause of 
complaint here accrned at the time when the complainant 
was actually injured by the acts of the Board of Works, and 
when he was in a position to claim compensation from them; 
and not, as contended by the counsel for the.complainant, 
from the time when the board refused to compensate. In my 
opinion, in this case, the accruing of the cause of complaint 
must be determined in precisely the same way as you would 
determine when the cause of action in a ease of 
viz.—from the time when the complainant or plaintiff might 
against the defendant. It can hardly be con- 


proceedings against the board immediately the 
jury to his ises oceurred, which would be in the year 
1862; and 1 do not think that the 
tween the parties can interfere with the or liabili- 
ties of the board, or be called in aid by the 
Subject to this objection, I am of opinion that the 
is entitled to recover for the full amount of his 
not contended by the Board of Works that he is not entitled 
recover for the actual damage i 
deed, they have offered him compensation 
but the Board of Works contend that the complainant 
not entitled to recover for loss of ts 
I think the case of Senior v. The Metropolitan 
Company is conclusive on this point, and 
on, Oe ee S en 2 ee subject 
sation. I am unable to distinguish this ease 
which a private company are the defendants, 
the ingenuity of the ments of Mr. 
contended, on behalf of the Board of Works, that 
items in the claim should be rej , as not 
within loss of profits, or such as inj 
land; baat is tog: edited that the items are correct, I 
they fairly come within that designation; because, if a 
man is compelled by prudence to expend 
retain or increase his profits of busi 
duct the amount so t from the net 
his business. I think the ease of 
Railway Company, 2 Macq. Ho, of 
fines the difference between a publie general 
where each member of the public suffers as one of the poblie, 
such as the case of rails laid down over a public road, as in tl.e 
case I have cited, and one of private injury arising from a public 
act, such as in the present ease, and tion for which 
injury is one of the declared objects of the Act of Parliament. 
For these reasons I am of opinion, that but for the successful 
objection taken by the Board of Works—that the t 
is too late in bis application to this Court—he would be entitled 
to the full amount of his claim. I have considered this claim 
on its merits, notwithstanding my decision om the technical ob- 
jection, that the parties, if so advised, may appeal against my 


i 


iF 


‘ ak : 2 


. 


if 
Hii 


i 


| 


es 
lt 
3 








326 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Feb. 27,1864. 





LAMBETH POLICE COURT. 

Feb. 18.—Mr. Webb, an attorney, of the Old Jewry, made 
a second application to the Hon, G. C. Norton for a warrant, 
or such other proceedings as his worship might deem advisable, 
against a solicitor in extensive practice, residing in the district 
of this court, for neglecting to appropriate to the purpose for 
which he had received it, the sum of £356, and retaining it for 
his own use. From the statements of Mr. Webb the facts ap- 
peared to be these:—In the latter end of June, his client, Mr. 
Richardson, disposed of a public-house, and, after the secured 
creditors had been paid off and all incidental matters settled, 
there remained a sum of £410 odd, and this amount Mr. 
Richardson directed should be divided amongst his other cre- 
ditors. At this time the attorney in question was his solicitor, 
and by his (Mr. Richardson’s) written order that sum was paid 
to him by Mr. Cronin, broker to the incoming tenant. Some 
days after, the creditors consented to accept five shillings in 
the pound, and the attorney drew out a deed of composition to 
that effect. So ingeniously was this deed drawn, that it did 
not contain the slighest direction as to the appropriation of the 
money, nor even the attorney’s own name; so that the only 
creditor who got paid under it was one, and that was accom- 
plished by placing a distringas on the solicitor’s account at his 
bankers, and £71 was paid to him. All future applications 
and solicitations failed to bring forth a shilling more to the 
creditors, and the attorney, as it was stated, has “ stuck to it.” 

Mr. Norton, having examined the additional documents 
produced, expressed regret at not being able to give assistance 
in the case, as he considered it one of great hardship on the 
part of Mr. Richardson, but recommended that immediate 
steps be taken to strike the solicitor off the rolls. 

Application has since been made to the Court of Bankruptcy 
on the subject. 
BOW-STREET POLICE COURT. 

Feb. 23,—Mr. John Betts, mapseller, of 115, Strand, ap- 
peared to a summons ewtained by Mr. Warren, solicitor for 
the British Museum, to answera complaint that he had 
neglected to supply a copy of a General Atlas which he had 
recently published. 

The publication of the atlas and the purchase of a copy of it 
by an officer of the Museum having been admitted, 

Mr. Edmans, the defendant’s attorney, complained that this 
was a very harsh proceeding on the part of the Museum autho- 
rities against his client, who had not even been spoken to upon 
the subject before the issue ofthe summons. When these maps 
were originally published in separate sheets, a bound copy of 
the whole was presented to the British Museum and other 
national institutions, It was the practice occasionally to bind 
a limited number of copies, but the collected maps could not 
be regarded as a new publication. A slight alteration or addi- 
tion was occasionally made in certain of the maps, such as the 
addition of a new railway, &c., but this did-not give to the 
work the character of a new edition. If such were to be the 
construction put upon the Act, it would amount to a complete 
—. of the work, for it would be impossible for Mr. 

tts, or any other publisher, to continue supplying copies of 
this costly work to all the institutions entitled to them. Mr. 
Betts would undertake to supply copies of any separate maps 
in which any alteration had been made, and would have done 
so cheerfully without the alternative of a police summons being 
resorted to, , 





Mr. Warren contended that any partial alteration must be 
regarded as an alteration of the whole, and the fact of the maps 
being bound together and sold as a General Atlas made it a 
separate publication, every new edition of which should be 
supplied tothe Museum, 

Mr. Vauouan thought that the Museum could only claim 
copies of the maps in which an alteration had been made, the 
original form of publication having been in separate numbers 

r sheets, 

Mr. Warren said he would, of course, bow to the decision of 
the Court. 

An order was then made accordingly. 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


LANDLORD AND TEnaNT—14 & 15 Vior. ©. 25, s. 4, 

Can a tenant who enters at Michaelmas recover, in an 
action against the outgoing tenant, a sum he has been com- 
pelled to pay for tithes due on the Ist of October? 

W. of W. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Merwin Fryer, of Exeter, has been appointed a com- 
missioner to administer oaths in the High Court of Chancery 
in England. 


Mr. Lewis Henry, of Liverpool, has been appointed a 
commissioner to administer oaths in the High Court of Chan- 
cery in England. 


Mr, FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, of the South Sea House, Lon- 
don, has been appointed a London commissioner to administer 
oaths in the Courts of Queen’s Bench and Common Pleas, 


Mr. Wittram Howtanp, of Bedford-row, has been ap- 
pointed a perpetual commissioner for taking the acknowledg- 
ments of deeds by married women, for the county of Middlesex, 
in and for the city and liberties of Westminster, and the city 
of London, 


Mr. Horatio Comptone, of Gosport, has been appointed a 
perpetual commissioner for taking the acknowledgments of 
deeds by married women, in and for the county of Hants. 

Mr. Lewis Crombiz, of Wandsworth and Lambeth, has 
been appointed a perpetual commissioner for taking the ac- 
knowledgments of deeds by married women, in and for the 
county of Surrey. 

A vacancy has occurred in the Crown Office, Court of 
Queen’s Bench, by the death of Mr. F. C, Lillyman. 
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PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
. Friday, Feb, 19. 
West Ripine (York) Assizes. 

Sir J. Hay moved an address to her Majesty, representing the 
town of Wakefield, the capital of the West Riding of Yorkshire, 
as the place suggested by a large majority of the magistrates of 
the West Riding as the best for holding an assize; that Wake- 
field, containing the West Riding prison, the head-quarters of 
the West Riding: constabulary, the West Riding register-office, 
and the West Riding probate-office, is also geographically the 
central town of the West Riding, and possesses every con- 
venience in courts, railway communication, and hotel accom- 
modation for the purpose; and praying that her Majesty will be 
pleased to nominate the town of Wakefield as the assize town 
for the West Riding of Yorkshire. He urged, upon a variety 
of grounds, the claims of that town, appealing to the number 
of petitions which had been presented and to the weight of 
testimony in favour of those claims. 

Mr. LeatHaM seconded the motion, 

Sir G. Grey, after referring to the law which delegated to the 
Queen in council the power of appointing assize towns, and, 
observing that memorials had been presented, praying her 
Majesty to exercise this power in the West Riding of York- 
shire, said these memorials had been referred to a committee of 
the Privy Council, who, having considered them and deliberated 
upon the subject, had come to the conclusion that Leeds had the 
preferable claim. 

After further discussion, in which the claims of Leeds were 
advocated by Mr. Beecroft, Mr, Roebuck, Mr. Baines, and Mr. 
Hadfield, and those of Wakefield by Colonel Smyth and Sir J. 
Pakington, the House divided, when there appeared 

For Sir J.D, Hay’smotion ... phe wwe $119 
Against 2 cos © coe ove ane oe §=138 





Majority eee eae eee eee 19 
AssiIzEs IN YORKSHIRE. 
Mr. Moreirr asked the right hon. baronet the Secretary 
of State for the Home De ent, whether it was finally de- 
cided that the assizes should be moved from York to any other 


place. 

Sir G. Grey said that there was no intention of removing 
the assizes from York. "Whatever was done, it was contem- 
plated that the assizes should be held at York for the greater 
part of the county. What had taken place was, that memorials 
from various towns in Yorkshire had been ted to her 
Majesty, praying that she would, in virtue of the powers con- 
ferred upon her by Act of Parliament, divide that county into 


districts for the parpose of holding assizes. These memorials 
ered by hor Majesty 't0's covmniittns of pe Tat 
re- 


had been refe: 
Council, which, after careful consideration, had 





commend that a separate assize should be held in 


part of 
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the county called the West Riding, No final decision had yet 
been come to, nor had any order iu council yet been passed. 
Tuesday, Feb. 23. 
Law or CopYRicut. 

Mr. Brack obtained leave to bring in a bill for the con- 
solidation of the Acts relating to copyright in works of litera- 
tare and the fine arts, 

Tue ENGLISH AND Irish Law anp CHANCERY COMMISSION. 

In reply to a question from Colonel Dickson, 

The ArrorNex-GENERAL for Ireland said that a bill 
embodying the general recommendations of the commission 
would be introduced in the present session of Parliament. 


Wednesday, Feb. 24. 
Wesr Ripixe Assizes. 

On the motion of Sir J. Hay, an address was agreed to for 
“a copy of memorials and documents relating to the holding 
of a separate assize in the West Riding of Yorkshire. 

Feions’ Property. 

Mr. C. Forster obtained an order for an address for a re- 
turn showing the amount of felons’ property forfeited to the 
Crown in each county, city, and town in England and \Wales 
in each of the last sixteen years, specifying how much of such 
property was restored by the Crown, or paid over to or de- 
tained by grantees of the Crown, distinguishing the names of 
stch grantees, and showing, also, the expenses incurred in the 
recovery and appropriation of such forfeited property. 

Thursday, Feb. 25. 
Laws or JERSEY. 

Mr. Scuater-Boorn asked the Secretary of State for the 
Home department whether he had received for presentation to 
her Majesty a petition, signed by nearly 300 of the principal 
landed proprietors of Jersey, praying for an alteration in the 
mode of appointing jurats to the Royal Court of that island; 
and whether he would state what course he intended to adopt 
with reference to that subject. 

Sir G. Grex said the petition, together with two Acts 
peont ie the States of Jersey, had been referred to the Privy 

unci : 





Pending Measures of Legislation. 

A Birt To AMEND AN ACT OF THE ELEVENTH AND TWELFTH 
Yzars or Her Magesty, CaarTer SEVENTY-EIGHT, TO 
PROVIDE A FURTHER APPEAL IN CRIMINAL CASES, AND 
FOR THE FURTHER AMENDMENT OF THE ADMINISTRATION 
OF TRE Carmina Law. 

The following bill has been introduced into the House of 
Commons by Sir Fitzroy Kelly :— 

Whereas, by an Act in the session of Parliament, 
holden in the eleventh and twelfth years of the reign of 
her Majesty Queen Victoria, intituled “ An Act for the further 
amendment of the administration of the criminal law,” c. 78, 
the justices of either bench, and barons of the Exchequer, or 
such a quorum of them as is therein specified, are empowered 
to hear and determine any question of law which shall have 
arisen on the trial of any treason, felony, or misdemeanour, 
in the manner therein mentioned: And whereas it is expedient 
to extend the jurisdiction of the said justices and barons, and 
to provide for an a by, or on the behalf of, defendants in 
criminal cases: Be it enacted, by the Queen’s most excellent 
Majesty, by and with the advice and consent of the Lords 
spiritual and temporal, and Commons, in this present Par- 
liament assembled, and by the authority of the same: 

1. The Court held by the suid justices and barons, or any 
quorum of them, whether under the said Act or this Act, shall 
be, and be called the Court of Criminal Appeal. 

2. Whenever any defendant shall have been found guilty of 
any treason or felony, it shall be lawful for her Majesty’s 

of Queen’s Bench, her Majesty’s Court of Common 

, her Majesty’s Court of Exchequer, or the said Court of 

paired gel motion to be made by or on behalf of 

such defendant, upon affidavit or otherwise, to grant a rule to 
hy the verdict of guilty so found, and all pro- 

pre = if any, thereupon had, should not be set aside, and a 

new had, or a ict of not guilty be entered in lieu 

thereof, and judgment thereupon, or why the judgment should 
not be arrested or reversed; and in case any such rule shall be 
granted, the matter of such rule shall be heard and deter- 
mined before the said Court of Criminal Appeal; and the said 

shall have full power and authority to hear and deter- 
mine the matter of the said rule, and to order that the verdict 





of guilty, and all proceedings, if any thereupon had, shall be 
set aside, and that a new trial shall be had, and that a verdict 
of not guilty shall be entered in lieu thereof, and of the judg- 
ment thereupon, if any judgment shall have been given, or that 
the judgment shall be arrested or reversed, or to make such 
other order as justice shall require: Provided, that no such 
motion shall be made, unless a barrister-at-law shall have cer- 
tified under his hand that there is, in his judgment, rea- 
sonable ground to appeal: Provided also, that if it shall appear 
to the said Court of Criminal Appeal, that any new or further 
inquiry is expedient, as to any particular question of fact or 
otherwise, but that it is not expedient that the whole case 
should be tried again, it shall be lawful for the said court to 
order such question to be tried in the like manner, and before 
the same court, as wculd have tried the case if a new trial had 
been granted; and every such question shall be inserted in a 
rule, and the jury shall be duly sworn to try the said question; 
and in every such case it shall be lawful for the said Court of 
Criminal Appeal, if it shall think fit, to postpone its determi- 
nation as to the said rule, until such question shall have been 
so tried, and then to determine the said rule: Provided 
also, that in every case in which any application shall be 
made on the ground of the alleged insanity of the defendant, 
the said Court of Criminal Appeal, if it shall think there be 
reasonable ground for an inquiry into such insanity, may order 
the question to be tried separately, whether any other ques- 
tion may, or may not, be ordered to be tried. 

3. It shall be lawful for three or more of the said justices 
and barons, and they are hereby required to meet on the tenth 
day of September in every year, or, in case that day be a 
Sunday, on the eleventh day of that month, or on such 
day in the said month, or in the month of August, and on 
other day or days at any other periods of the year, as the 
Court of Criminal Appeal shall, previously to the 
ment of the summer circuits, or at any other ti 
respectively, think fit to appoint; and such justices 
shall then and there constitute and be the said 
Criminal Appeal ; and the said justices and barons shall 
power and authority to hear and determine any motion 
such rule to show cause, as aforesaid, which shall be 
them, by or on behalf of any such defendant, and to 
grant any such rule; and in case any such rule 
granted by the said justices and barons, the matter 
rule shall be heard and determined before the said 
Criminal Appeal, in like manner, in all respects, 
a rule nist shall have been obtained in any of the sai 
at Westminster, as aforesaid. And whenever the day of 
sitting shall be appointed as aforesaid, a notice thereof shall 
published in the Gazette; and the said justices and barons 
shall have full power and authority to adjourn from day to 
day, or to any future day, in order to dispose of any 
tions which may be made to them for such rules nisi as 


4. It shall be lawful for the said Court of Criminal Appeal 
to make, and from time to time to vary and amend, any rules 


or orders specifying the time or times within which 
tions under this Act shall be made: provided What te skull be 


E 
Bobs 
HHT 


at 


ban 


further time as, to such court, seem meet, for the pur- 

pose of making any such motion, And in case of any alleged 

insanity, or of the discovery of any new facts or witnesses, or 

of any other special or unforeseen ci it 

lawful for any of the said courts at Westminster, or the said 

Court of Criminal Appeal, to hear and determine any such 

application for a rule nisi, although the same shall not be made 

within any of the times by any such rules specified, and 

whether or not any such application shall have 

been made, in case such court shall be satisfied that 

grounds exist satisfactorily to account for such not 

having previously been made, or that the j of the case 

i'l call be awd hr tay pomen © of the 
5. Its a ‘or any person to to 

said courts at Westminster, or to the snid Gout of Criminal 

Appeal, on wel of ey Cotaniens Wie Se eee eee 

at any time after such ——c ground of the in- 


sanity of such prisoner (either at when he was 
or at any time afterwards), and such court or justices,and — 


be inquired into, and in case such D 
same shall be heard and determined by the said Court of Criminal 
Appeal, which shall have full power 1 paar fy hear | 
and determine the same, and to order the said to be 
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tried or not, as to it shall seem fit; and in case the 
said court shall order the same to be tried, it shall be lawful 
for the said court to order the same to be tried, either before 
the court before which a new trial, if granted, would be 
tried, or at the Central Criminal Court; and in every such case 
the order of the said Court of Criminal Appeal shall be a full 
and sufficient authority for the Court before which such ques- 
tions shall be ordered to be tried, to swear a jury, composed of 
the jurymen present at any sitting of the said Court, to try the 
said question; and in case such jury shall find that the de- 
fendant is or has been insane as Fwd’ such defendant shall 
be dealt with in the same manner in all respects as if he had 
been found or declared to be insane by a verdict of a jury on 
his arraignment or trial, or by any competent authority after 
his trial, as the case may be. 

6. Whenever any such motion shall be refused or granted, or 
any such rule shall be made absolute, a rule shall be drawn 
up containing the judgment or order of such Court; and every 
such rule and the judgment or order contained in such rules, 
shall, in all things, be performed, obeyed, and executed by all 
sheriffs, gaolers, and other officers to whom obedience to such 
rules, judgments, or orders may appertain. 

7. Whenever a rule nisi shall be granted, the defendant 
shall cause an office copy of such rule nisi to be served upon 
the prosecutor or his attorney, and upon her Majesty’s At- 
torney-General; and whenever any such rule shall be made 
absolute, the defendant shall cause an office copy of such rule 
to be served upon the sheriff or under. sheriff of the county in 
which such defendant shall have been tried, and on the officer 
in whose custody the indictment on which such defendant 
shell have been tried shall be; and in case such defendant 
shall be in custody, then also upon the gaoler or other officer 
in whose custody such defendant shall be; and whenever any 
such motion shall be refused, or any verdict of guilty or judg- 
ment shall be affirmed, the prosecutor, or the Attorney- 
General in case the prosecutor be dead or cannot be found, 
shall cause an office copy of the rule to be served upon 
the sheriff or under-sheriff and other officers hereinbefore 

; and every such officer in whose custody such in- 
dictment as aforesaid shall be, shall, upon being served with 
any such office copy of any such rule as aforesaid, indorse on 
the back of such indictment a true and correct minute or note 
thereof, and shall file such copy of such rule with the said in- 
dictment, and every such rule, when so indorsed on the said 
indictment, shall have the force or effect of a judgment: Pro- 
vided, that in case, upon any application for a rule nisi, it shall 
be made to appear upon affidavit to the said Court of Criminal 
Appeal that the prosecutor is dead or cannot be found, and 
that the Attorney-General has had reasonable notice in writing 
thereof, it shall be lawful for such Court to hear and determine 
such motion, in like manner as if the prosecutor had been duly 
served with an office copy of such rule nist as aforesaid. 

8. In all cases where the said Court of Criminal Appeal 
shall order a new trial, or a trial of any question of fact to be 
had, it shall be lawful for the said Court, by the same rule 
poe yeh such trial shall be granted, to order when such trial 
shall take place; and in all cases wherein a new trial shall be 
ordered, the same shall be had in like manner as if no former 
trial had taken place; and the court, before whom any such 
new trial shall be had, shall have the like power, jurisdiction, 
and authority to proceed to judgment, and to pass sentence, 
and to order costs, and to do all other acts, matters, or things 
whatsoever, as the court before whom such former trial was 
had; and all such acts, matters, and things, shall have the like 
force and effect as if the same had been done by the court be- 
fore whom such former trial was had; and, in all cases where 
the said court of criminal appeal shall order a verdict of not 
gaily to be entered, or the judgment to be arrested or reversed, 

the defendant shall then be in custody, the gaoler or other 
officer in whose eye the defendant shall then be, shall, 
upon service of an office copy of the rule containing such 
order as last aforesaid, forthwith discharge such defendant out 
of custody, as to the offence whereof the defendant shall have 
been found fn’, as aforesaid; and in every case where the 
said Conrt make such order as Jast aforesaid, and the de- 
fendant shall then be at large upon recognizances to appear 


and receive Judgment or otherwise in relation to such offence, 
such order be, and be deemed and taken to be, a full 
and complete discharge and satisfaction of such recog- 


wis Tn all cases wits say Pr pos orga for a rule nisi shall 
refused, or verdict ilty, or j t agai 
toy defendant abl be aflicmel, and soch delooant sha then 


custody, awaiting the determination of such motion, and 








sentence shall have been pronounced upen such defendant, the 
sheriff and the gaoler, or other officer in whose custody such 
defendant shall then be, and all other officers to whom the 
execution of such sentence shall pertain, shall, upon service of 
an office copy of the rule of such court, refusing such motion, 
or affirming such verdict or judgment, proceed to carry such 
sentence into execution, according to due course of law; and, 
in all cases where any such motion shall be refused, or any 
verdict of guilty or judgment shall be affirmed, and the de. 
fendant shall then be at large, it shall be lawful for the Court 
refusing such motion, or the Court of Criminal Appeal affirm. 
ing such verdict or judgment, to issue a warrant for apprehen- 
sion and for conveying him to the proper gaol or house of 
correction, in order that such defendant may undergo such 
punishment as shall have been or shall be awarded against him; 
and such warrant shall be of force and effect throughout 
England, and may be executed by any officer of the said 
court, or by any constable or peace officer in England. 

10. If any defendant, having been found guilty, shall, by 
himself or his counsel or attorney, before sentence is pro- 
nounced, deciare his intention to appeal by motion or to bring 
a writ of error, or, if the Court before whom such defendant shal! 
have been tried shall reserve any such question of law, as afore- 
said, or shall otherwise think proper, it shall be lawful for such 
Court in its discretion either to pronounce a sentence to be 
carried into execution at such time after the determination of 
such appeal, writ of error, or question reserved as aforesaid, as 
to such Court shall seem meet, or to postpone the pronouncing 
of sentence until after such determination as aforesaid, or to 
pronounce a sentence to be executed as if no such appeal, or 
writ, or error were to be made or brought, or question were to 
be reserved; and, in case such Court shall postpone the 
sentence as aforesaid, or pronounce a sentence to be carried 
into execution after such determination as aforesaid, it shall 
be lawful for such Court, in its diseretion, to order such 
defendant to be detained in custody until the determina. 
nation of such appeal, writ of error, or question of law, re- 
served as aforesaid, or to be discharged out of eustody upon 
entering into such recognizances, either with or without sure. 
ties, and subject to such condition as to such Court, in its discre- 
tion may seem meet, and every such recognizance shall be and 
continue in full force and effect until the condition of such recog- 
nizance shall have been fully performed; and in every case 


where any Court shall have ing sentence upon 
any defendant, and the verdict inst such defendant shall 
be affirmed, it shall be lawful for the Court of Criminal Appeal, 


if it shall think fit, to pronounce sentence upon such defen- 
dant; and every such sentence shall have the same force and 
effect, to all intents and purposes whatsoever, as if the same 
sentence had been pronounced by the Court before whom such 
defendant was tried; and every such sentence shall be inserted 
in the rule of court, to be made as aforesaid, and form part of 
the judgment or order of such court, and shall be carried into 
effect, and in all things be performed, obeyed, and executed by 
all sheriffs, gaolers, and other officers, to whom the execution 
thereof shall appertai 
. ll. feng wr any Court before whom any defendant shall 
ave been found guilty shall have pestpened ing sen- 
tence upon any such defendant, and the said Court of Criminal 
Appeal shall have affirmed such verdict, but shall not have pro- 
nounced sentence upon any such defendant under the provisions 
of this Act, it shall be lawful for any judge at the Central 
Criminal Court, or any judge of assize, oyer and terminer, gaol 
delivery, or nisi prius, or any justices of the peace at any general 
or quarter sessions of the or any recorder of any borough, 
or any Judge of any other court, which has, or hereafter 
have, jurisdiction to try any felony or misdemeanour, at any 
session of such court before which such defendant shall have 
been so found guilty as aforesaid, holden, after such verdict shal! 
have been affirmed as aforesaid, to pronounce sentence upon 
such defendant, in like manner as the Court before which such 
defendant was tried might have pronounced such sentence; and 
every such sentence so pronounced as last aforesaid, shall be 
good and valid in law, toall intents and purposes whatsoever. 
12, It shall in no ease be necessary for any defendant to be 
present before any of the said courts during the moving, hearing, 
or determining any case under the provisions of this Act, and 
every judgment, pronounced by the said Court of Criminal A 
pe under the provisions of this Act, in the absence of any 
endant, shall be as valid and effectual as if the defendant had 


been present when the same was proncaneed; sath vee? sev 
defendants are jointly indicted, it shall be lawful 
defendants to 
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as if such defendants had been separately indicted, and it shall 
not be necessary to make any other defendant a party to any 


such a 

13. ever any motion shall be made which shall render 
it necessary to produce a copy of the whole or any part of any 
indictment or record before any of the said courts or justices 
and barons, the defendant shall, before or at the time of making 
such motion as aforesaid, cause such copy, certified by the 
proper officer as hereinafter provided to be produced before 
the said Court or justices und barons; provided, that if, in any 
ease, such copy shall not be so produced, and the Court or 
justices, and barons, shall think it necessary that such copy 
shall be uced, it shall be lawful for the said Court or jus- 
tices, and barons, to order such copy to be obtained by the 
defendant, and produced, or to be otherwise produced, as the 
Court shall order, and, for that purpose, to adjourn the case 
till such time as shall seem fit. 

14, In all cases of prosecution for any crime. or misde- 
meanour, a copy of the whole or any part of the indictment or 
record, shall be delivered, either before or after sentence has 
been pronounced, to the defendant, or his clerk in court, or 
attorney, upon application made for the same, to the clerk of 
assize, or other officer who shall have the custody of such in- 
dictment or record, at a reasonable time and place, on payment 
of a reasonable sum for the same, not exceeding for each 
folio of ninety words; and every such copy shall be signed 
and certified to be a true copy of the whole, or part of such 
indictment or record, as the case may be, by the clerk of assize, 
or such other officer so having the custody of such indictment 
or record, or by the deputy of such clerk or other officer; and 
every such copy purporting to be signed and certified as afore- 
said, shall be deemed and taken, to all intents and purposes 
whatsoever, to be as good and effectual as the whole or part of 
the indictment or record, whereof it is a copy, as the case may 
be, without proof of the signature or official character of the 
person appearing to have signed the same; and .every such 
clerk of assjze, officer, and deputy as aforesaid, who shall cer- 
tify any writing as a true and authentic copy of the whole or 
any part of any indictment or record, knowing the same to be 
false in any material part; and every person who shall counter- 
feit the — of any such clerk, officer, or deputy as afore- 
said, for the purpose of counterfeiting or certifying any copy of 
the whole or any part of any indictment or record, or shall 
alter any such copy of the whole or of any part of any indict- 
ment or record, with a false or counterfeit signature thereto, 
knowing the same to be false or counterfeit, or shall utter avy 
writing as a true and authentic copy of the whole or any part 
of any indictment or record so certified as aforesaid, know- 
ing the same to be false in any material part, shall be guilty of 
felony, and, duly convicted thereof, shall be liable, at the 
discretion of the to be kept in penal servitude for life, or 
for any term not less than three years, or to be imprisoned for 
any term not exceeding two years, with or without hard labour. 

15. And whereas it is sometimes expedient and conducive to 
the ends of justice that an indictment found at the general or 
quarter of the peace, should be tried at the assizes to 
be holden for the same wherein such court of session is 

or that an indictment found at the assizes, or at the 

Central Criminal Court, should be tried on the civil side, or 
by a special jury, it shall be lawful for any of the said 
courts at W » or any judge of the said courts to 
order that any indictment found at any general or quarter 
sessions of the peace shall be tried at the assizes to be 
holden in the same county wherein the said court of ses- 
sions is holden, either on the civil or Crown side, and 
that any indictment found at the general or quarter ses- 
sions of the peace, or at the assizes, or at the Central Criminal 
Court, shall be tried by a special jury; and in every case 
where such indictment shall be ordered to be tried by a special 
—- jury shall be struck in the same manner as special 
J are now struck where any indictment is removed by 
certiorari into her Majesty’s Court of Queen's Bench, and after- 
wards tried by a special jury; and where any indictment found 
ions shall be ordered to be tried at the 


ordinary course; 
place by virtue 





authority to pass sentence, to award costs, and to do all other 
matters and things to all intents and as if the Court 
before which the indictment shall be so tried were the Court 
before which the indictment would have been tried in the ordi- 
nary course. 

16. Wherever in this Act words have been used importing the 
singular number or the masculine gender only, yet the Act shall 
be understood to include several matters as well as one matter, 
and several persons as well as one person, and females as well 
as males, and bodies corporate as well as individuals, unless 
there be something re t to such construction; and the 
word “‘ defendant” shall be construed to include any person or 
persons or the inhabitants of any county, riding, borough, 
county of a city, county of a town, parish, township, hundred, 
or any other district, or any body co te indicted for any 
felony or misdemeanour; and the word “ indictment” shall be 
construed to include any indictment, information, presentment, 
or inquisition; and the word “ record” shall be construed to in- 
clude all rolls, records, writs, and documents whatsoever in 
the nature of records; and the word “county” shall be con- 
strued to include any county, oom county of a city, county 
of a town, city, cinque port, borough, or town corporate. 

17. This Act, and every clause and provision therein con- 
tained, shall be construed liberally and beneficially, and so as 
to effect the objects and intentions of this Act, in as full and 
ample a manner ia all respects as may be. 
= 18, This Act shall commence and take effect from and after 

e 





SCOTLAND. 


Mr. /Eneas Macbean, Writer to the Signet, has beem ap- 
pointed one of the clerks of the Court of Justiciary. 


A seven days’ jury trial was recently concluded at Edin- 
burgh, in which Mr. Angus Macintosh, of Holme, a proprietor 
in Inverness-shire, in possession of estates yielding him several 
thousands a year, sought £5,000 damages from Dr. John Smith 
and Dr. Lowe, proprietors of Saughton Hall Asylum, a first- 
class private institution for the insane, on the ground of 
wrongous and illegal detention there. The detention took 
place as far back as from the 13th of June to the 20th of July, 
1852, when, through connivance of one of the keepers, Mr. 
Macintosh Proce wi in escaping. An action was brought 
against the defenders in 1858, but was , and a 
similar suit was at the same time instituted against Drs. Glover 
and Weir, who signed the medical certificate, and Mr. Hagh 
Fraser, Writer to the Signet, who applied to the sheriff for a 
warrant for the pursuer’s confinement. On the 29th of July, 
1859, after a five days’ trial, the jury returned an unanimous 
verdict that the pursuer was insane at the time, and was jus- 
tifiably sent to the asylum and detained there. The present 
action against his custodiers was instituted only in May, 1863, 
and now came to trial. The first witness was the pursuer 
himself, who deposed to his own fast living and hard drinking 
in the spring of 1852, leading to excitement and sometimes 
violent conduct on his part, but not affecting his reason. 
adduced the deposition of Emma Wright, now dead, who 
lived and travelled with him for some years, who thought 
sane, but who ran away from him at Stirling on the 11th 
June, alleging that she did not like to go north with the 
suer among strangers, as she had heard that Scotch 
rather ‘fanny and romantic” in their about 
tresses. Two of the keepers were examined, who 
him quite sane, prey i apeggies as and of them 
dropped a key to enable him to escape, and been rewarded 
by being taken into the ome service. . Handyside, an 
eminent physician in Edinburgh, who was called to see him 
immediately after his escape, thought he was then sane, and did 
not require to be sent back to the asylum; and several neigh- 
bouring proprietors and others who had known Mr. Macintosh 
all his life were called to say that they never suspected insanity. 
For the defenders it was proved that Mr. Macintosh came to 
them medically certified “ on soul and conscience ” to be insane, 
and with a sheriff's warrant for his detention; that the previous 
circumstances of his history, and his conduct in the asylum, 
satisfied them that he was for the time insane. The 
history of the pursuer, elicited in his 
somewhat extraordinary, and his conduct appears to have been 
extremely wild and eccentric. Since his: the pursuer 
a in the pa ge rt his liberty and in ge are 

is own property, his ty being unquestioned. very 
eloquent and indignant speech of five hours was made in the 
pursuer’s behalf by the Lord Advocate, who was followed by the 
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Solicitor-General (Mr. Young) for the defenders. Lord Kinloch 
charged the jury to the effect that the pursuer must prove not 
merely that he was sane at the time, but that the defenders knew 
him to be so, or ought to have known. A mere error of judg- 
ment, if they acted conscientiously and in good faith, would not 
ex them to dam: for * wrongous and illegal detention.” 
He also pointed out the great difference of opinion among 
medical men as to what constituted insanity. The jury re- 
turned a verdict by nine to three in favour of the defenders, a 
recent statute enabling a divided jury in Scotland to give a 
verdict by three-fourths of their number. 








COLONIAL TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


INDIA. 
The Hon, Henry Sumner Maine, of the ieaperial Legislative 
Couucil, is engaged on the compilation of a Code of Substantive 
Civil Law for the Empire, 





FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


FRANCE, 
Waar 1s a Biyou? 

The Imperial Court of Paris recently desided a curious 
case arising under the will of the late Lord Henry Seymour. 
The case came before the Court on appeal from a judgment of 
the Civil Tribunal. It appears that on the 21st of June, 1856, 
Lord H. Seymour added the following codicil to his will—‘“I 
bequeath all my jewels (bijoux) to Madame C—.” The resi- 
duary legatees, selenite dias the word bijour to mean only 
jewels used as personal ornaments, offered Madame C— all 
those articles, but she maintained that the word dijour equally 
applied to the works of art, vases, race-cups, and objects of 
curiosity left by the testator, and which had been sold by 
auction for 30,780f. She therefore brought an action to re- 
cover that sum from the residuary legatees, and the Civil 
Tribunal on the 3rd of August last gave a judgment in her 
favour Against that decision the Administration of Public As- 
sistance, eneof theresid legatees, now appealed, and its coun- 

. sel maintained that the word bijou, derived from bis-jou, jou-jou, 
signified, as defined by the French Academy, only small 
articles for personal use, and could not be applied to race-cups, 
vases, and other bulky objects. He added that his clients 
wished to treat Madame C— with all possible consideration, 
as Lord H. Seymour had by a previous will left her a much 
larger legacy, but that they considered the plaintiff's demand 
contrary to the intentions of the deceased, and felt bound to 
resist it, M. Jules Favre, as counsel for Madame C—, quoted 
the dictionary of Trevoux to prove that the meaning of the 
word bijouz had been improperly restricted by the Academy, 
and that it really applied to the articles claimed by his client. 
The Court, after hearing the Avocat-General de Vallée, 
agreed with him in thinking that, though the word bijour might 
include some of the articles claimed by Madame C—, it could 
not apply. to them all, and therefore reduced the sum to be paid 
= her to 20,000f., and condemned the residuary legatees to pay 

cost. 





SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 
THE EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIET 


This society held its Annual General Meeting on Thursday, 
the 25th inst., at the Society's House, No, 18, Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields, London; > ear Russell, Esq., in the chair. 

The report of the di vs was read, from which it appears 
that the past year, the nineteenth of the society's existence, has 
been an unusually prosperous one; and has been marked by a 
greater progress in various respects than it has hitherto fallen 
to the lot of the directors to report.’ In the course of the year 
151 policies were issued, under which were insured capital 
sums of £238,350, and one reversionary annuity of £225. 
The premiums received in respect of these policies amounted 
to £9,099 16s. 9d.; but it should be mentioned that in this 


sum is included a larger amount than usual of single pre- | 








miums—yiz., £1,951 10s. 5d. Both the sum insured by the | 
new policies, and the premiums received thereon, are consider- 


ably in excess of those of any previous year. The total in- 


| 


come of the year was £78,595 6s. 7d.; and the outgoings, of | 
every description, amounted to £32,730 17s. The difference, 


£45,864 9s. 7d. (or nearly 58 per cent. of the total income), 
was added to the assets, which amounted, on the 3lst 
December, to £396,644 16s. The increase of the assets, 
in the last four years, has been £140,761 5s. 2d. The 
society continues to experience the same remarkable im- 
munity from heavy claims as has been noticed in former ao. 
Ten deaths have occurred among the lives insured, and claims 
to the amount of £11,547 10s, have arisen in consequence, 
under twenty-six policies. Six only of these policies, insuring 
£7,800, were effected on the participating scale of premiums, 
and the bonuses attaching to them amount to £537 10s. The 
remaining twenty policies, insuring £3,210, were not entitled 
to bonus. The average rate of interest realised on the invest- 
ments still continues to increase. The interest received in the 
course of last year was £15,267 1s, 9d., being at the rate of 
£4 16s. per £100 on the assets at the beginning of the year , 
exclusive of reversions purchased, A profit has also by 
the falling-in of two reversions, which profit will appear in the 
statement of accounts for 1864. The number of policies in 
force on Slst December last was 1,650, insuring the sum of 
£1,996,623. 

The following are the directors who retire by rotation:— 
Mr. Hughes, Mr. Bristowe, Mr. Potter, and Mr. Armstrong. 
The directors regret to have to announce that a vacancy has 
also occurred through the death of Mr. Lueas, a gentleman 
who was connected with the society from its eommencement. 

The retiring auditors are Mr. Boodle for the proprietors, 
and Mr. Bailey for the assured. 

In conclusion, the directors have to remind the proprietors 
that a declaration of profits will take place after the close of 
the current year; and would urge them to use their endeavours 
to maintain the high position which the society has attained, 
and to render the closing year of the current quinquennial 

iod still more prosperous than the year now under review. 

he directors confidently claim the support of the proprietors 
and the public for the society, on the grounds of the liberality 
and fairness of its conditions, the complete security it offers to 
the assured, and, above all, the very large bonuses attaching to 
its policies. 

The moderate amount of the expenses, which are now 
under five per cent’of the income, and bear each year a less 
ratio to it,—the high rate of interest realised on the invest- 
ments,—and the very favourable mortality experienced over a 
long series of years, leave no room to doubt that the future 
profits of the society will be at least as large, in proportion to 
the increasing income, as those declared on former occasions. 
It will further be remembered that the assured are entitled to 
nine-tenths of the whole of the profits; but a large-proportion 
of the business of the society consists of policies which do not 
participate in the profits, and much more than one-tenth of 
the whole profits is derived from such policies; so that the 
assured in this society have greater advantages than if they 
formed a Mutual Insurance Company, dividing among them- 
selves the whole of the profits arising from their own policies. 


MANCHESTER LAW ASSOCIATION. 

The annual dinner of the members of the Manchester Law 
Association was rezently held at the Queen’s Hotel, Man- 
chester; the President of the Association, John Grundy, Esq., 
in the chair. The following were the invited guests present: 
The Mayor of Salford; Messrs. Harris and Macrae, Registrars 
of the Court of Bankruptey; Messrs. Thorneley and Clare, a 
deputation from the Liverpool Law Society. After the usual 
oyal and patriotic toasts, 

Mr. Harris proposed, “ The Manchester Law Association,” 
He said that, although not well acquainted with the working 
and constitution of the society, he had felt much pleasure at 
witnessing the efficiency and the moral bearing of the legal 
gentlemen of Manchester generally; and he might say, in the 
interest of the profession, that he hoped we might never have a 
general time of peace in law. It was impossible to over-esti- 
mate the value of such societies to the public and the profession. 
One result of its establishment, he believed, had been to lessen 
the number of delinquencies that formerly occurred in the pro- 
fession, and the society had. done very much to promote: good 
feeling among the members of the legal ‘ 

Mr. HoupeEN responded. He referred to the benefits that 
resulted from this association; and said he felt much pleasure 
in being enabled to say that the cases of delinquency in the 

ion which had been referred to were becoming less and 
frequent, and that a far higher tone and better feeling now 

i among the profession, who, he believed, were ly 
desirous of doing what was right, not only for the interests of 
the profession, but of their clients. There were many duties 
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which the committee had to perform in reference to changes in 
the administration of the law; and the practical experience 
brought to bear through the medium of such associations was 
of the t advantage to the public. 

Mr. R, B. Coppetr proposed “ ‘The Lord Chancellor and the 
Judges.” He said that the judges and they, the attorneys, form- 
ing part of the same profession, the judges being at the top, 
and they, the attorneys, at the bottom, it was, ‘he supposed, 
proper that they should not omit them in their toasts on occa- 
sions like that; and although he did not know but what the 
judges, at their festive gatherings at Serjeants’ Inn, might 
forget to toast the attorneys, yet there might possibly be some 
of their Lordships who had reason to remember them with grati- 
tude (laughter). He believed, however, that, to say the judges 
were fit to fill the high offices to which they were assigned, 
was to pay them the highest compliment that could be offered. 
Their duties required almost every qualification that a mon 
could possess; and though they might not be perfect, yet it 
must be admitted by all that the business they had to perform 
was well done; and he did not believe it was possible to en- 
tertain a suspicion that there was anything wrong, cither in 
the intentions or in the conduct of our judges, Referring to 
the procedure of former times, and the changes which had 
been made, he said he remembered the time when the duties of 
a judge, as shown by the practice of the courts, was first, 
if possible, to nonsuit the plaintiff; if this failed, the second 
duty was to hold that the pleas of the defendant disentitled 
him to prove his defence (laughter); and, thirdly, it was the 
duty of the judge to discover that the evidence on either side 
was inadmissible; and if he failed in all these, he decided to 
try the cause, but not till then (renewed laughter). Many 
and important alterations had since taken place in the law, 
which had removed many of the causes that formerly existed 
for well grounded complaint. One of the improvements had 
been that effected by the present Lord Chancellor in the 
bankrupt law, and though the changes effected had not ren- 
dered this branch of the law as perfect as it might be, yet he 
believed they were sound in principle, and in the right direction, 
The Manchester Law Association might take some credit to 
themselves in this matter, for although it could not for a 
moment be supposed that the Lord Chancellor was cognizant 
of any suggestions emanating from such an association 
(laughter), nevertheless, many of the suggestions embodied in 
the special report they had sent up at the time, had indicated the 
proper course of legislation, and had been carried into effect. 

Mr. Macra®, the recently-appointed Kegistrar of the Man- 
chester Bankruptcy Court, responded to the toast. He ex- 
pressed tlie pleasure he experienced in accepting the invitation 
of the Manchester Law Association to present on that 
occasion, so recently after hie appointment. He was indebted 
for that appointment to the present Lord Chancellor, who 
made him the offer of it unsolicited by him, and, he under- 
stood, in consequence of his having seen a book he (Mr. 
Macrae) had published; thus, he thought, showing that we 
now had a Chancellor who did not dispense his Ler dams. to 
his friends and favourites, but to those in whom he thought he 
discovered qualifications to merit it. He referred to the 
valuable services canoe the present Lord Chancellor to 
the cause of law reform. e thought the power given to soli- 
citors of removing valuable estates from the jurisdiction of the 
bankruptcy courts, and managing them in their own offices, 
was beneficial to the profession. These changes, he observed, 
were petitioned for by the mercantile community; and one of 
the changes effected was to turn the Court of Insolvency into 
a Land Transfer Registration Court. Mr. Cobden and Mr. Bright 
had agitated for an amendment of the law affecting the transfer 
of land, which, they contended, ought to be as easy and as 
simple as the transference of railway shares. The secret of 
Mr. Cobden’s advocacy of this was, perhaps, to be found in 
the fact of his having, some years ago, been put to very con- 
siderable expense in proving his title to a small estate that 
was left him, not far from London, and which was bought by 
Mr. Delane, a barrister, and the present editor of the Times. 
The object of Mr. Cobden and Mr. Bright had, however, been 
accomplished by the Lord Chancellor, who, after several years’ 
Iabour, had matured his scheme of a Land Transfer Registry 
Office. ‘This office was very little known; but he had been 
informed that the business passing throngh it exceeded 
£2,000,000 in value. By means of this office, valuable estates, 

there was a clear title, could be transferred at an ex- 
of about £25. The fees of the office were merely 


nominal, and the advantage of registration was, that the title 
was at once made marketable, a man could sell or borrow 


upon property with the same ease that he could buy or sell 





railway stock. He believed the establishment of this office, 
though it might be disadvantageous to some few members of 
the profession, would, by the increased business to which it 
would give rise, tend to benefit the profession generally. 

Mr. Tuoruey proposed “* The Met tan and Provincial 
Law Association,” a toast, he said, w usually held a dis- 
tinguished place at their annual festivity, and by all members 
of their branch of the profession, must aloage be received with 
the respect and attention it so well merited. Although highly 
useful as their own local society was for local objects, yet, for 
those of a wider range, those which affected the community at 
large, and the general welfare and interests of the 7 
it must be conceded that their own society was comparatively 

werless. This consideration was, in fact, the origin of the 

etropolitan and Provincial Law Association; and it was the 

more necessary to bring it to the attention of the younger 
members of the society in order to their due a ion of 
its value and importance, as from the facility they now had 
of making themselves heard, and if necessary, felt, A the 
Legislature and the Government itself, by means cf the Metro- 
politan and Provincial Law Association, they were enabled to 
realise the abortive efforts of their own local association, alone 
and single-handed, in the objects they wished to attain. It 
was early discovered thata petition, and the attendance of two 
or three gentlemen from their own local body, to or 
modify the various crude and_ ill-considered bills brought into 
Parliament, was a very useless expenditure of the funds of 
their society, and of the valuable time of their deputations; 
and, a proposition to their London friends to form an amalga- 
mated society of the metropolitan and local associations, having 
been cordially responded to, they had, after much labour and 
perseverance, the satisfaction of seeing the foundation laid for 
the tormation of the Metropolitan and Provincial Law Associa- 
tion—its {fundamental principles declared to be to unite and 
organise the practising attorneys of England and Wales, to 
promote the better and more economical administration of the 
Jaws, and to protect the rights and increase the usefulness of 
the profession. And now, as were about to enter upon 
the eighteenth year of the existence of the association, it was 
a proud reflection to all who bore any part in its formation, 
and to the whole of its members, how admirably it had fulfilled 
the objects of its founders, and how faithfully it bad adhered 
to the principles upon which it was instituted. Its influence 
upon all the changes in the law and its practice during this 
long period was obvious to all who took any interest in these sub- 
jects, Nochange had taken place, no measures which 

ad escaped its vigilance, and, generally, the interference 
of the committee, either to oppose or to modify and improve. 
Referring to the subject which the learned Registrar, Mr 
M vad, bad commented upon and for their eonside- 
ration “ The Act for the Registration of Titles,” be eould assure 
him that such was unnecessary, there no 
subject which had more earnestly the attention of the 
Manchester Law Association than the various registration 
schemes which had from time to time afflicted the country. 
From the time of the bill introduced by Lord Campbell in 1862, 
to the passing of the ape measure, the Manchester Law As. 
sociation had carefully considered every scheme having regis- 
tration for its object, and they gave credit to themselves for the 
active part they had taken in conjunction with the 
and Provincial Law Association, in obtaining the rejection of 
all of them, except the last. This they did, notwi the 
constant attacks of the Times, which alleged that it was the at- 
torneys’ opposition. True, it was the attorneys’ opposition, on 
behalf of their clients, the landowners, they, the attorneys, best 
knowing, and being best able, from their legal training, to point out 
the fallacies and practical difficulties of each successive scheme. 
‘The members of the association had been too frequently in the 
purlieus of Parliament not to participate in the feeling, that 
each succeeding administration made political capital out of 
the popular, but vagueand mystified, measures for H 
and as each crude oaaereah aa payors Be ome 
was their peculiar nee, 
ful examination, explained its fallacies, and mainly contributed 
to convince the Legislature that it would be no 
upon the existing state of things, but rather produce confusion 
and wae Se a = it mas9 ot to 
that at each succeeding ry the committees Legislature 
justified the propriety of the course they had taken. When 
the last measure was produced by the present Chancellor, and 
to which Mr. Macrae set ee aia 
tion of it being permissive and not frequent 
discussions upon it, and the wide spread reports and opinions 

ssociations, registra- 
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tion so much more apparent to the landowners—neither their 
own nor the Metropolitan and Provincial Law Asso- 
ciation deemed it worth while to oppose it; the strongest 
opinions being entertained that it would be found to 
fail in any real beneficial result, and would not, therefore, 
have the support of the landowners or the profession; and that 
it would, like many Acts of late years, be rendered innocuous 
by becoming quietly shelved. (Laughter.) He could assure 
the learned registrar that they, the members of the associa- 
tion, although desirous of improving the admitted difficulties 
in the practice of conveyancing, and to which their own in- 
terests directly pointed, yet they could not, either on the score 
of convenience, safety, or economy—and this appeared a general 
opinion—adopt in practice the measure he had recommended. 
As regarded the business which Mr. Macrae had stated 
he had heard was in progress, he, Mr. Thornley, believed none 
had gone from that part of the country; and he had been in- 
formed that about £70 was all that had been received by the 
office in fees up to the latter part of the last year, although 
they all knew there was a very eminent head of the office, with 
a very powerful staff; who, he feared, unless the aspect 
of affairs changed, must be reduced to that state which, 
he was sorry to say, was the condition of too many 
around them —that of distressed operatives--and relief 
granted to them accordingly. (Laughter.) Adverting to 
the increased efficiency of the association, and the marked 
advance which their own branch of the profession had 
of late years attained in public estimation, he observed 
thatit was now no longer a subject for vulgar satire and abuse, 
but they saw its members holding positions of the highest 
trust and confidence, and in every part of the kingdom elected 
to the most distinguished offices their fellow-citizens could 
confer upon them; and he believed those changes had been 
effected by their own efforts to purify their own profession, to 
raise the standard of its education, and to elevate it to its 
proper position in the social scale—objects which had been 
accomplished mainly by the influence of the Metropolitan and 
Provincial Law Association. He said it was gratifying to pay 
to their Liverpool friends, in the presence of their deputation, a 
tribute justly due to them for the long and steady support they 
had given to the Metropolitan and Provincial Law Association. 
He found, on looking over the list of members, they now ex- 
ceeded in number those of their own Manchester Association, 
although their own association could justly boast of being the 
originators of, and, by their active exertions, instrumental in 
forming, the Metropolitan and Provincial Law Association, and 
for many years held in it the leading provincial position. He 
hoped the younger members would take the matter in hand, 
and show that they appreciated its advantages by inducing 
such of their friends who had not already joined it to become 
members, and raise their own association to the position which, 
as the originators and promoters of the Metropolitan and Pro- 
vincial Law Association, naturally belonged to it. It was an 
association of the highest value to them all, and had, in many 
parts of the country, augmented in numbers and strength. 
Tt had now attained great power and efficiency, and had be- 
come an acknowledged institution, recognised by both the 
Legislature and the judges, who listened to its representations, 
and adopted its suggestions; and, based upon the most just 
and laudable principles, and carried on as it was in a fair and 
impartial spirit by the most eminent in their own branch of 
the profession, both socially and professionally, the Metro- 
politan and Provincial Law Association was, he believed, 
destined to secure still greater advantages, both to the public 
and their own branch of the profession, and was in every way 
worthy of their support. (Applause.) 

Mr. Marrrort responded, and expressed the great satisfac- 
tion he had at being present at the last meeting of the Metro- 
politan and Provincial Law Association at Leicester, and with 
the cordiality of their reception by their Leicester friends, and 
the advantages he had derived from the various interesting 
papers then read, and the instructive discussions that took 
place upon them. He should deem it a great and serious 
disappointment if he should be absent from any future meeting, 
and strongly urged the attendance of all present. (Applause). 

Mr. Raprorp proposed “ The Liverpool Law Association,” 
and expressed, in complimentary terms, the harmonious 
manner in which they had, for 80 many years, co-operated 
with the Manchester Association. 


Mr. THoRNLEY, the treasurer of the Liverpool Association, re- 
sponded, and said, the great source of strength was the cordial 
co-operation that existed between the two associations. Other 
toasts, of a local nature, were given, and, at intervals, a choice 
selection of glees enlivened the evening. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW LECTURES AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 
Mr. J. Navrer Hicarns, on Conveyancing, Monday, Feb. 29. 
Mr, Wat. Murray, on Common Law and Mercantile Law, 
Friday, March 4. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


MEETINGS. 
Brecon, Mertuyr, AND Newrort. 

At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 
16th inst., a dividend at the rate of 5 per cent. per annum was 
declared for the past half-year. 

Furness Ramway, 

At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 24th 
inst., a dividend at the rate of 9 per cent. per annum was de- 
clared for the past half-year. 

Great NorTHERN RaItway. 

At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 
20th inst., the following dividends were declared for the past 
half-year:—At the rate of £5 per cent. per annum upon the 
perpetual preference stock of the company. At the rate of £5 
per cent. per annum upon the 5 per cent. preference stock of 
the company, redeemable at a premium of 10 per cent. At the 
rate of £4 10s. per cent. per annum upon the 4 per cent, pre- 
ference stock of the company, redeemable at a premium of £10 
per cent. At the rate of £5 per cent. per annum upon the 
£5 per cent. preference stock of the company, redeemable at 
a premium of £5 per cent. At the rate of 4} ‘o cent. per 
annum upon the perpetual preference stock of the company. 
At the rate of £1 per cent. per annum upon the preference stock 
(Hertford Railway purchase). At the rate of £4 per cent. per 
annum upon the preference stock (Luton Railway purchase) 
to the ist of September, and 4} per cent. per annum from that 
date to the 3lst of December. At the rate of £4 per cent. per 
annum upon the £4 per cent. Hertford and Luton preference 
stock. At the rate of £5 per cent. _ annum upon the £5 per 
cent. Luton preference stock. At the rate of £8 15s. per cent. 
per annum on the original undivided stock of the company, be- 
ing, for the half year, £4 7s. 6d. per cent. At the rate of £3 
per cent. for the half-year on the B stock of the company, 
making, with the £3 per cent. paid for the first half of the 
year, £6 per cent. for the whole of the year, as guaranteed by 
the A stock. At the rate of £5 15s. per cent. for the half- 
year on the A stock, being the balance after payment of £3 
per cent. to B stock. 

LANCASTER AND CARLISLE RalLwarY. 

At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 
23rd inst., a dividend at the rate of 104 per cent. per annum was 
declared upon the consolidated stock, for the past half-year, 
and a further dividend at the rate of 4} per cent. per annum 
was declared upon the 43 preference stock for the same period. 

Lonpon anv Norru WEsTERN Raitway, 

At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 19th 
inst., a dividend at the rate of 6 per cent. per annum was de- 
clared for the past half-year. 

Lyxn AND Hunstanton Raitway. 

At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 
19th inst., a dividend at the rate of £5 per cent. per anoum 
was declared for the past half-year. 

METROPOLITAN Raitway. 

At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 
24th inst., a dividend at the rate of 5 per cent. per annum was 
declared for the past half-year. 

NEWTOWN AND Macuynietu Raiiway. 

At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 
17th inst., dividends at the rate of £5 per cent. per annum 
on the preference shares, and of 4} per cent, per annum on the 
ordinary capital, were declared for the past half-year, 

Ruymney Raitwar. 

At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 24th 
inst., a dividend at the rate of 3 per cent. per annum was de- 
clared for the past half-year. 

Tarr VaLe Rariway. 
At the half-yvarly meeting of this company, held on the 
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2rd inst., a , dividend at the rate of 10 per cent. per annum 
was declared for the past half-year. 


PROJECTED Ct COMPANIES. 
Maritme Insurance Company (LIMITED). 
Capital £1,000,000, in 100,000 shares of £10 each. 
Spee ers ais Littledale, Ridley, & Bardswell, Liver- 


poo! 

This company is formed, not for the purpose of establishing 
a new marine insurance office in rivalry with offices already 
opened, but with the object of continuing the existing marine 
insurance business so long conducted by Mr. Henry Case, 
under the firm of Price & Co, in Exchange-buildings, Liver- 
pool. 

Tue South Waves Cottiery Company (Limirep). 
Capital £200,000, in 8,000 shares of £25 each. 
Solicitor—George Rooper, Esq., 26, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
This company is formed for leasing or purchasing coal fields 

in the South Wales Basin, and working the collieries for ex- 
port and home consumption. 








Among the recent promotions at the English Bar, we find the 
name of a co-religionist, John Simon, Esq., of the Middle Temple, 
who has been called to the degree ofserjeant-at-law. The learned 
gentleman, we understand, went through the ancient ceremony 
of receiving the “ coif” (¢) he i insignia of his rank) from the Lord 
Chancellor, at the House of Lords, on Thursday, the 11th inst. 
Mr. Serjeant Simon is the first Jewish member of the En aay 
Bar who has attained this rank—the most ancient at the 
and we heartily congratulate him on his well-earned salen 
tion —Jewish Chronicle. 


The concession of the submarine cable to Denmark, made to 
the Submarine Telegraph Company by the Danish Government, 
is, it is stated, likely to give rise to a nice point of law. The 
cable terminates in Schleswig, and when the Danes were driven 
out of Schleswig by the Prussians and Austrians, they cut the 
cable. The question therefore arises—who is answerable to the 
English Company ? 


The Inclosure Commissioners report in favour of the follow- 
ing inclosures, and a bill is being passed to authorise them :— 
In Cornwall, Reperry-common, containing about 30 acres; in 
Wilts, Marston- mead, about 99 acres; in Gloucester, common- 
able and waste lands in Sandhurst, Norton, and Wootton, about 
466 acres; in Sussex, 862 acres in Slinden ; in Northam - 
Luttonfield, 727 acres; in Suffolk, 22 acres in Bedingfield ; 
Norfolk, 260 acres in Briston ; in Lincoln, 123 acres in Buck- 
nall; in Worcester, Berrington Heath-common, 39 acres, and 
Blackwell-common-feelds, 820 acres; in Radnor, the waste 
lands of Norton, 745 acres; in Cheshire, Nantwich barony, 
34 acres; in York, 304 acres in Gammersgill hamlet, and 
Yearsley-moor, containing about 284 acres; in Cumberland, 
Kirkland Fell, 967 acres, and the waste lands of Ennerdale, about 
11,000 acres; in Northumberland, Wooler and Humbleton- 
common, about 531 acres; also Ford-common, about 219 acres; 
West Newton-common, about 112 acres; Ayle-common, about 
1,715 acres; Earle and Wooler-common, about 130 acres, 
The whole quantity is 19,489 acres. The commissioners re- 
port that they have confirmed the inclosure of 433,678 acres. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

COLLIER—On Feb. 21, at South Penge-park, the wife of Charles 
Frederick Collier, jun,, Esq., of the Middle Temple, Barrister-at-Law, 
of a son. 

LORD—On Feb. 22, at St. John’s Lodge, eepeeesennman, the wife 
of James Lord, Esq., of the Inner fren of a 80’ 

RACKHAM-— On Jan. 28, at Old Catton, in Norfolk, the wife of Thomas 
Hanworth Rackham, my , Solicitor, of a Goucher 

airing ly Feb. 17, at Tydfil, Glamorganshire , the wife of 

Russell, Esq., Salicitor, of a daughter. 

SANKET On’ Feb. 13, at Canterbury, the wife of Herbert Tritton 
Sankey, Esq., of a daughter. Ba 


THS, 
DUFFIELD—On Feb. 21, at Cottage~ Chelmsford, Charles Edward, 
infant son of W. W. Duffield, Esq., itor, aged four months. 
BA eee oo 18, at Hastings, Dorothea Christi Annette, the 
s child of Hayward, +, Barrister-at-Law, of the 
Temple, a sre Wood Manor House, Bethersden, near Ten- 
Poe Kent. 
ILES—On Feb. 24, in Dublin, Edward Iles, eee Ss tee 
porated of Attorneys and Solicitors 
NIBLETT—On Feb. 14, at his residence, ne, Fyn, lo Gloucestershire, after 
two days’ illness, Isaac Goodluck Niblett, Esq., Solicitor, of Bristol, 


42. 
RACKHAM=On iS at Old Catton, in Norfolk, Ellen, the wife of 


WARMINGTON-—On Feb. eb 2, Jay, hen so , Amelia Eliza, 
rife of Edward M. Warmington, Esq., “e prcen ; of , aged 32, 
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“UNCLAIMED sTOCK IN ‘THE BANK oF ‘ENGLAND. 


amount of Stock heretofore sentient So hao Names will be 
tranhrred othe Paris clang th sme, wns other Claimants appear 


ost nye , Bains-row, Coldbath-square, Clerkenwell, Gent. 
£40 Three per Cent. Consols.-—Claimed by John Wintle, Administrator. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


GHinding-up of Joint Stock Companies. 
TuespayY, Feb. 23, 1864, 
Liwirep IN CHANCERY. 
Roman Bath Company (Limited).—The Master of the Rolls order to 
wind-up, Feb 13. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY, 
The South Lady Bertha Copper Mining Company,— Vice-Chancellor Wood 
will, on March 10 at 12, proceed to make a call on contetetneine of this 
company for seven shillings and sixpence per 


Crevitors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Farwar, Feb 19, 1864, 
Aneta Ramees, Boston, Lincoln, Gent. April 6. Staniland & Wigels- 


wi 
Botting, ‘Wa, jun, Westmeston, Sussex, Farmer. April 4. Mason & Co, 
Gresham-s' 


Danson, Tawi, Gateacre, nr Lpool. March 15. Lovell & Co, eae 

Deakin, —— aoe green, Salop, Painter and Glazier. March 20 
Phillips, 

Fos Saran, Mort Nerthwingteld, Derby, Spinster. April15. Wm Hy Wilson, 
Pilsley Hall, Northwingfield, Derby, Surveyor, Executor, 

Gwynn, Wn, Crispin-st, Spital-fields, Coal Dealer. March 25. Apps, 
Gray’s-inn. 

Halse, Wm, Bromley, Kent. April 4. Mason & Co, Gresham-s 
Herring, Wm, Upper Richmond-rd, Putney. March 15, Hare & Whit- 


field, Mitre-ct. 
Holland, John, Boston, Lincoln, Gent. April 6. Staniland & Wigelsworth, 


Boston. 
Hunter, Geo, Wakefield, Dealer in Marine Stores. March 21, Burrell, 
Wakefield. 


Ives, Eliz, Southampton-st, Camberwell, and Balsham, Cambridge, Spin- 
ster. March 18. Chas Fyson, Soham, Farmer, Administrator. 
Lespinasse, pay Ampthill-sq, Middlx, Spinster. Aprili. Leman & Co, 


Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
— Rehd, Muswell-hill, Middx, Gent. April 4, Mason & Co, Gres- 
ig March 20. Robin- 


Harriet, beer Berkeley-sq, Widow. 
son & Co 


Moss, Wm my en Kirkstall, York, M.D. Feb 26, Pullan, Leeds, 
Osborn, John, Bognor, Sussex, Gent. March 25, Powell 4 & Son, Chi- 


chester. 

Randall, Sarah Elizabeth Cullurne, Clifton, Bristol, Spinster. March 31, 

Cooke & Sons, Bristol. 

Sleight, John Jas, Swineshead, Lincoln, Farmer, April 30. Staniland & 
Wigelsworth, Boston. 

Turner, Frances Brunger, Hanover-st, Newington, Surrey, Widow. April 
16, Price, Serjeants’-inn. 

Wood, Peter, Henfield, Sussex, Gent. April 4. Mason & Co, Gresham-st. 

Tvugspar, Feb, 23, 1864; 


Bailey, Wm, Great Yarmouth, Master Mariner. April 1. Diver, Great 
Yarmouth. 


Bell, Geo, Hoole, Chester, Railway Clerk. April17. Ford & Duncan, 
ester. 

Carter, Benj, Sheffield, Gent. April 12. Douglas, Market H. h. 

Mills, John, Colton, York, Farmer. May 1. Upton i Yowdail, Locke 

Monk, Thos, Hartwell, Bucks, Farmer, March 18. Horwood, Aylesbury, 

Morgan, Helen Mary, Hereford, Widow. April 30, Underwood, Chan- 
cery-lane. 

Chane. Rev Wm Edwd, Litchfield, Clerk. April 25. Barnes, Litchfield. 

Rhodes, Hy, Sheffield, Coal Agent. April!. Branson Sheffield. 

Riley, Wm Felix, Forest-hill, nr Windsor, Esq. May 31. Henderson & 

, Lancaster-pl. 

Sidenham, Geo de, formerly Sydenham, Upper Norwood, Surrey, Esq. 
April 15. Elmslie, Lombard-st. 

Stoddart, Geo, Ballendrick, Perthshire, Merchant. May 1. Roy & Cart- 


wright, Lothbury. 

Walton, yoo Lichfield, Widow, Chemist and Druggist. April 25. 
Barnes, Lichfie! 

Weaver, Wm, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Mercer. April 30. Sanders, 
Bromsgrove. 

Worrall, Thos, Kirkby, Lancaster, Farmer. March 21. Banner, Lpool. 


Crevitors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Farway, Feb. 19, 1864. 
Meum Gon, Jas, jun, Bryanstone-sq, Esq. March 14. Alston » Orme, V. C. 
Kindersle. 
Burnes, Jas. jan, Ladbroke-sq, Kensington, M.D. March 11, Burnes v 
Holmes, V Wood. 
Green, Richd, Suchea, Shipowner. March 15. Green e Britten, V. C. 
Wood, 
ist Wm, Burnham, nr Bridgwater, Gent. March 14, Johnv Smith, 


Penny, Chas, Aldermary Church-yard, Bow-lane, London, Wholesale 
Stationer. March 12. Penny v Penny, V. C. Wood. 
Story, 5, hneaanee te Aries York, Farmer. April 4. Storry v Storry, 


Turner, Richd, Manch, Gent. March 12. Payne o Caistor, M. RB. 
Turner, Wm, Manch’ and Wa vington, Merchant. March 12, Payne» 
tor, M, R. 
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Tynte, Chas ex A gm Goathurst, Somerset, Esq. March 7, 
Tynte v Cooper, V. C. Wood, 
Tuesday, Feb. 23, 1864. 
a John, Potterne, Wilts, Gent. March 8. Champ v Armstrong, 
Bowers, Richa, Braunston, Northampton, Miller. April 22. Bowers » 
Bowers, V. 6. Kindersley. 
Earl, Thos, St Ives. Huntingdon, Brewer. April 4. Earl v Earl, M.R. 
Fram, Mere S Woodbridge, Suffolk, Widow, March 23. Frost v Ward, 
Stuart 
Hali, Joseph, Brunstock, Carlisle, Yeoman. April 5. Thorpe v Mattin- 
son, V. C. Stuart. 
a ag Southampton, Stonemason, April 7. Morant v Morant, 
tu 
Phillips, Wm, Uttoxeter, Esq. March 18. Swindell v Wardle, M.R. 
Raczynski, Jerome Arthur, Qld Broad-st, London, Merchant. April 30. 
Raczynski v Parisot, V. C. Stuart, 
Assignments for Benelt of Creditors. 
Farpar, Feb. 19, 1864. 
Haywood, John Shrewsbury, & Wm Saville, Nottingham, Manufacturers 
of Hosiery. Feb 6. Shilton, Nottingham. 
ToEsparY, Feb 23, 1864. 
Russell, John, Eskdale, Cumberland, Bobbin Manufacturer. 
McKelvie, Whitehaven. 
Deeds registered pursuant te Bankruptcy Act, 1861. 


Fatpar, Feb 19, 1864. 
Anderson, Wm, Ratcliff, Middx, Plumber. Feb 3. Inspection. Reg Feb 19, 
Andrew, Joseph, jun, Sheffield, Gent. Feb 1. Comp. Reg Feb 18. 


Feb 9. 


ag ey tol Thos, Lisle-st, Leicester-sq, Leather Seller. Jan 19, Asst. 
Brand, John I'ree, Coombeinteignhead, Devon, Gent. Feb 5. Asst. 
Reg Feb 19. 


Brown, Robt, Bradford, Coal Merchant. Jan22. Asst. Reg Jan 18. 

Crabtree, : Joseph, Eecleshill, nr Bradford, Shopkeeper. Jan 21. Conv. 
Reg Feb 17. 

a , Hexham, Northumberland, Grocer. Jan 22. Conv. Reg 

Feb 17. 


Davidge, Fredk, Warminster, Publican. Jan 29, Asst. oat Feb 18. 
Davis, Fras John, Birm, Grocer. Feb 15. Asst. Reg Feb 1 
Davis, Morris, Bury-st, London, Gent, & John Davis, Ft Merchant. 


Jan 26. Comp. Reg Feb 19. 

Dunn, Pennistox, Westbourne-park-villas, Middx, Gent, Jan 29. Comp. 
Reg Feb 18. 

Feild, Thos, Lpool, Banker. Jan. Asst. Reg Feb 18. 

Fletcher, Peter, Bickley, York, Farmer. Jan 26. Conv, Reg Feb 17. 


Gisborne, John Sacheverell, Lower Tranmere, Chester, Electrical Engi- 
neer. Feb 12. Comp. Reg Feb 18. 
Coote. Geo Thos, Printer, Bath. Jan 26. Asst. Reg Feb 17. 
Green, Wm, Leeds, Grocer. Jan 22. Asst. Reg Feb 19. 
Hallett, Geo, Staplers, Isle of Wight, Farmer. Jan 21. Asst. Reg Feb 18. 
Harding, Wm, Swansea, Baker. Feb 3. Conv. Feb 18. 
ee Robinson, Manch, Lithographic Printer. Jan2&. Asst. 
e 
Ive, Kobt, Worthing, Wateh Maker. Jan 23, Asst. Reg Feb 16. 
Jones, Hy, Bucklersbary, Commission Agent. Fee Foo — Reg Feb 18. 


Jones, Robt, Manch, Chemist. Jan 23. Asst. 
Jubb, Wm, North Duffield, Farmer. Feb1. Conv. er Fe 18, 
Leworthy, John, Bristol, ter. Feb i. Conv. Reg Feb 18. 


Luxmore, John, Plymouth, Coachbuilder. Jan 25. Cony. Reg Feb 18, 

Martin, Lancelot, Rochester, Blacksmith. Feb 15. Conv. Reg Feb 18. 

Masters, Jas, Tenterden, Corn Factor. Jan 21, Asst. Reg Feb 18. 

McLean, Robt, Portsmouth, Wine Merchant. Feb 3, Cony. Reg Feb 19. 

Moore, Wm, & Richd Lockyer Hickes, Little Tower-st, Coffee Merchants. 
Jan 21. Comp. Reg Feb 18. 

Nother, Joseph, Barnsley, Tobacconist. Jan i7. Conv. Reg Feb 15. 

Oliver, Thos, Aidersgate-st, Hatter. Jan 21. Comp. Reg Feb 17. 

Palin, Alf, Nantwich, Watch Maker. Jan 26. Asst. Feb 18. 

Preston, Ebenezer, Kirkhegton, York, Skirt Manufacturer, Jan 27. 
Cony. Reg Feb 18. 

Ridd, Wm, Swansea, Grocer, Feb. Conv. Reg Feb 18. 

Rogers, a Aecea Aylsham, Norfolk, Plumber and Painter. Jan 27. Asst. 


Reg Feb 
Taylor, freak, Middieton, Lan¢aster, Builder. Jan 19, Asst. Reg Feb 16, 
Colour Makers. Feb 13, Comp. 


am Chas Richd, & Wm Hall, birm, 
4K 

Whitbourn, “abe, Witley, Surrey, Maltster. Jan 18. Conv. Reg 
White, David, Coleman-st, Islington, Milliner, Feb 8. Cony. Reg Feb 17. 
Wray, Sami, Oxford, Shoemaker. Jan 23. Asst. Reg Feb 16. 


Tuespayr, Feb. 23, 1864. 


A cee Bateman, Weston, Somerset, Plasterer. Jan 28. Asst. 
Angerstein, Fredk, Sloane- et Middx. Jan.18. Arr. Feb 20, 

Bali, Jas, Macclesfield, Silk Throwster. Feb 19. Comp. eg Fab 19. 
Bartlett, Saml, east Provision Merchant. Feb 5. Cony. Reg 


Feb 23. 
Bland, Hy, Luton, Engineer. Jan 27. Conv. Reg Feb 22. 


Chatel, Llippolyte, Agar-st, Strand, Messman Royal Artillery, Shoebury- 
ness. Feb = Arr. Reg Feb 19. , 7 al 


Clark, David McLellan, Shrewsbury, Travelling Draper. Jan 25. Conv. 


Reg Feb 20. 
Crook, Jas Stancomb, Bristol, Accountant. Feb 18, Conv. Reg Feb 22. 


Cuthbert, og tym Malvern-rd, Hackney, Commission Agent. Feb 15, 
Forster, John, Carlisle, Butcher. Jan om Comp. Reg Feb 20. 
id, Feb I Reg Fi 


Fox, Asst. eb 20. 
Hall, John, Nether Peover, Chester, Tommae Jan 25, aes Reg Feb 19. 
Ha’ Provision Dealer. Feb 17. Asst. Reg F 


ttrick, das, ‘eb 23. 
ee , Huddersfield, Woollen Yarn Spinner, Feb 10. Conv. Reg 
pe Robdt Se High-st, Whitechapel, Stay Manufacturer. Jan 22. 


Jones Hina, Nocth- ~end, Fulham, non-trader. Feb 17, Cony. Reg 








iy Wm, Macclesfield, Silk Manufacturer. 


Feb 23. 
Lindars, Hy, a. ky oo Feb 2. Conv. 
Matthews, Chas, B nufacturer. Jaa 26. Conv. Reg Feb 22. 
Cees, Jus, das eedien Lone Ironmongers. Feb 15. pa hy Reg 
Feb | 
Ridlinton, Hy John, Southsea, Builder. Feb 17. Comp. Reg Feb 
Sell, John Wm, Bristol, General Draper. Feb 3. Conv. Reg Feb o 
Sharp, John, Hy Sharp, & Joe Sharp, Heckmondwike, York, Blanket 
Manufacturers. Jan 29. Conv. Reg Feb 23. 
Smith, Geo Harrison, Whitby, Grocer. Jan 25. Conv. Reg Feb 22. 


Feb 12. Asst. Reg 
Reg >. 


Stradling, Wm, Bristol, Baker. Feb 18. Conv. Reg Feb 22. 
Varnom, Thos, Birm, Draper. Jan 23, Asst. Reg Feb im 
Walker, Saml, Leek, Stafford, Mercer. Jan 25. Asst, Feb 20. 
West, tons Sturla, Welbeck-st, St Marylebone, & ay ughes, Brush 
Makers. Feb 15. Comp. Reg Feb 20. 
Bankrupts. 
Fauwar, Feb 19, 1864. 
To Surrender in London. 
Pet Feb 16. March 8 at 


Bonnet, Saml, Sydne Sty Brompton, Tailor. 
2. Waldron, Lamb’s uit-st, 
obs John, Marsh-gate-lane, Stratford, Brickmaker. Pet Feb 15. March 8 
atll. King, Queen-st. 
Britton, John, King-st, Camden-town, Cheesemonger. Pet Feb 16. March 
8 at 12. Atkinson, Bedford-row. 
Brown, Jeremiah, Yarmouth, Isle My Wight, Stone Merchant. Pet Feb 15. 


March 8 atil. Blake, Newpo 

Caless, Richd, Grove-rd, Wimbledon, Builder. Pet Jan 12 (for pau). 
March tat 11. Aldridge. 

Coleman, Wm Thos, Winchester, out of employment. Pet Feb 15. March 
Satil. Westall, New-inn, 

Connell, Richd, Driffield-rd, Bow, Dealer in Timber, Pet Feb 17. 
March 8 at ll. Hill, ge 

Curtis, Arthur, Old Kent-rd, mercial Clerk. Pet Feb 12 (for pau). 
March 8 at II. fate. 

D'Olivares, Manuel, de Gil et, Claremont-sq, Pentonville, Wine Comm 
Agent. Pet Feb is. March 8 at 11. Bramwell, Scott’s- + wag 


Terreax, Thos Du, Devonshire-pl, Edgware-rd, Pet Feb 
15. March 5atl. Manning, New Bond-st. 

Edney, Wm, Ludgate-st, Boot Maker. Pet Feb 16. March 8 at 12. Tre- 
herne & Wolferstan, Aldermanbury 

Glanville, ay Bensington, Oxford, "Vietaaller. Pet Feb 11. Mareh 1 
at 12. e & Sons, Bedford-row, for Hedges, Walli . 

Ho)man, in West Cowes, Isle of Wight, Tailor. Pet Feb sae _— 8 


at 12. Paterson & Son, Bouverie-st, and Mackey, Southam; 

Hooker, John Rodney, Northfleet, out of business. Pet Feb ws * Mareh 
8atil. Venn, New-inn, 

Large, Chas Septimus, Parson’s-green, Middlesex, Coachmaker’s Fore- 

Ee Feb 16, March 1 at 1]. Martineau & Reid, Raymond- 
bu zs. 

Levy, Newman, & John Kackrah, Artillery-st, ite, Wholesale 
pa ba Pet Feb 9, March 1 at 11. Treherne & Wolferstan, Al- 
lerman’ 

Lindwall, Bengt Magnus, Trinity-rd, Rotherhithe, Clerk toa Shipbuilder. 
Pet Feb 16. ay hot a Heathfield, Lincoln’ 's-inn-fields. 


w, Maximilian, hall-st, Merchant. Pet Feb 16. March 8 at 12. 
Abrahams, Gresham-st. 
oe , John, Regent-st, Draper. Pet Feb 15. March 8at12, Jones, 
ise-jJane, 


Pacifico, Jacob, Cannon-st-rd, St. Georges’-in-the-East, Photographic 
Artist. Pet Feb 16. March 1atl, Hill, Bucklersbury, 

Simlick, Geo Adam, Chandos-rd, Stratford New Town, out of business, 

Smith, a South wark- addington, Cattle Dealer. Pet Feb 15. 

March 5at ll. Pittman, Upper Stamford-st. 

seding, Wm Wali, Amwell-st, Clerkenwell, Jeweller. Pet Feb 16. 
March 5 at 1. Buchanan, all-st. 

Stibbings, Arthur, St Oswald’s-pl,; Vauxhall, Cab Driver. Pet Feb 12 
(tor pau). March 8atll. Ald 
Fenchurch-st. 

Warren, Thos, Bromell’s-rd, Clapham, Hat Manufacturer. Pet Feb 16. 
March 8 at 12. Hicks, Moorgate-st. 
March 8 at 1. Rae, Warwick-ct. 

Winfield, Alf, Scrattage, nr Islewerth, Builder, Pet Jan 15 (for pau), 
March 5 at 12. Aldridge. 

Pet Feb 15. March 

5at1. Marshall, Linculn’s-inn fields. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Abbott, Wm Hy, Newark-upon-Trent, Tobacconist. Pet Feb 17, Newark, 


March 8 at 12. Sydney, y, Jewry. 
Basinghall 
Taylor, Hy, Ns aaa Shipbuilder. Pet Feb 11, March 8 at 11, Crook, 
Webb, Jas Cram, Prince of Wales’-rd, Kentish Town, Clerk. Pet Feb 16, 
Wood, Hy Benj, Clyde-ter, Limehouse, Lighterman. 
March 2 at 12. Ashley, Newark-upon-Trent. 


Adcock, Edw, Leicester, Pork Pie Maker. Pet Feb 11. Birm, March 8 at 
11. Spooner, Leicester, and Hodgson & Son, Birm. 
Allen, , Lichfield, Professor of Music. Pet Feb 16. Birm, March 
14 at 12, "Reece & Harris, Birm, and 
as Wm, 8) Fishmonger. Pet Feb 16. Sheffield, March 9 
Broadbent, Sheffield. 


14, Commercial Traveller, Pet Feb 12 
(for pau). Birm, Feb 29 at 10. 
Ball, Addison, Nottingham, Railway a mage Pet Feb 13, Nottingham, 


March 23 at 11. — Notting 

Bartlett, Gee, Landport, Gardener. opt Feb 15. Portsmouth, Match 2 
at ll. Paffard, Portsea. 

Bond, Wm, Nuneaton, Victualler. Pet Feb 16, Nuneaton, March 19 at 


il. Estlin, Nuneaton. 

Pradshaw, Hugh, Burnley Wood, nr pereley, Ce Manufacturer. Pet 
Feb 15. Manch, March 3atli. Gardne: 

Burgess, Joseph Middleton, Lpool, Draper. “pot Feb Feb 9. Lpool, March 2 at 


ll. Evans & 
Burgess, Matthew, South Witham, eee: Baker, Pet Feb 15. Gran- 


tham, March att. Malim, Granth: 
oy ber, Hy, Birm, Fire- fron Maker. Pet Feb 12 (for pau). Birm, Feb 
al 


Onn in Foe ene , Shopkesper. Pot Feb 16, Barnéley, March 
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Blacksmith. Pet Feb 16. Sleaford, 
Stockport, March 4 at 


‘Conley & Preval gy Pet 


Covel, Wm, Wellingore, Lincoln, 
March 1 at 11. Brown & Son, 

Wm, Beerseller. Adj Feb 9. 

12, Howard, Stockport. 


Feb 17. retort bry at 1. Comle i 
Freak, Ales Warwick, N 


Pet Feb | Feb ie. Alcester, 
March 5 at 11. Griffiths & Andrews, ar teen 
Denhér, “James rit, Bia Builder. Feb 17, Birm, March 18 
at 12, James Griffin, 


Birm, and Hancock & Hirons, Shipston- -on- 
Diggle, John, Basford, Nottingham, — Pet Feb 16. Nottingham, 
Mureh 23 at tf. Heath, Not 


— Wn, Birm, Baker. Pet Feb ‘1s. Birm, Feb 29 at 10. Duke, 

pau Joseph, Norton, nr Stockton-on Farmer. Pet Feb: 17. 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Martech 8 at 11 130, ‘Griith & Crighton, New- 
castie upon: Tyne. 

Evans, David, Brecon, Draper. Pet Feb 3. Bristol, March 4 at 11, Press 
& Inskip, Bristol. 

Farmer, Ged, Milton-next-Gravesend, Trinity Pilot. Pet Feb 13. Graves- 


end, March 2 at 11. 
Fellows, Richd, Dudley, Grocer. 
Maltby, Dudley. 
ey Thos, Birm, Butcher. 
at 10. 


Sharland, Gravesend. 
Pet Feb 13. Dudley, March 3 at 11. 


Pet Feb 12 (for pau). Birm, Feb 29 
po Deg ee nr Lpool, Victualler. Pet Feb 17. Lpool, March 2 at 
_ Richa, Merthyr Tydfil, Miner. Adj Jan 14. Merthyr Tydfil, 
Green, "oa: § Osbournby, Lineoln, Tailor. Pet Feb 15. Sleaford, March 


Tatil 
Griffiths, Wm, Birm, Boot Manufacturer. Pet Feb 13. Birm, March 7 
at12. Webb, Birm 
Grime, Robt, Little Bolton, pasineeen, Rag Dealer. Pet Feb 15. Bolton, 


March 3 at 10. Edge, Bolton 

Hales, Wm, Scawby, Lincoln, Seedsman. Pet Feb 12, Brigg, March 3 at 
10, Hare Gainsborough, 

I Hy, Handsworth, Greengrocer. Adj Jan 18. Sheffield, March 


Sat 2. 

Heelis, Wm, Salford, Grocer. Pet Feb i7. Salford, March 5 at 9.30. 
Ga , Manch. 

Hopwood, "Robt, Ruabon, Denbigh, Collier. Pet Feb 15. Wrexham, 
March | at lt. Rymer, W. 

oni Wm Agnonne, Tt Birm, Picture Frame Maker. Pet Feb 12 (for 
pau). Birm, Feb 

Hull, Wm Steel, Whitnash, Warwick, Surveyor. Pet Feb 6. Warwick, 


Feb 29 at 11. | Welchman, Southam. 
Knight, John, Birm, Draper. Pet Feb 12 (for pau). Birm, Feb 29 at 10. 
Lee; Robt Speight, Lancaster, Joiner. Pet Feb 12. Lancaster, March 4 
at 10. Gardner, Manch, 
Lees, Hy, Leek, aaa De Sik py Pet Feb 15, Bitm, March 
4h at 12. bay rg ae th, Birm. 
Leighton, Wm.Geo, North Shields, Shipowaer. Pet Feb 15. Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne, March 8 at 12.30. Tinley & Co, ea > Shields. 


ae —— Birm, Boot Dealer, Pet Fe’ Birm, March 14 at 12. 
Limy, "saa jan jan, » Heigham, Norwich, Accountant. Pet Jan 27. Great 
Yarmouth, Tatil, Harmer, Great Yarmouth. 


Mason, John Wharton, Merrick, York, Clerk. Pet Feb 18. Leeds, March 
3.at 11. Robinson, Richmond, and Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 
ay, Richd, Birm, Comm Agent. Pet Feb 12 (for pau). Birm, Feb 
10. 


Matthews, Josiah, Brynmaur, Brecknock, Innkeeper. Adj Feb 12, 
Brecknock, March 5 at 1. Bishop & Son, Brecknock. 

7 Thos, Manch, Dealer e ‘on. Pet Feb5 (for pau). Lancaster, 
March 4at 10. Gardner, Manc 

Miller, Nag ey creed ormeral Iron Maa Pet Feb 13. Sunder- 
land, March 4 at 12, McRae, Sunderlan 

Mills, "Eawd, Stretford, nr Manch, Piger D “Dealer. Pet Feb5 (for pau). 
Lancaster, March 4 at 10. Gardner, 

Moores, Edwd, Newton, nr Manch, Beers. Pet Feb 5 (for pau). 

Salford, March 5 


Lancaster, March 4 at 10. Gorton, Manc 
Molyneux, Jas, Salford, Wool Extractor. Pet’ Feb 16, 
at 9.30. Swan, Manch. 
Mallarky, Wnt Patrick, Droylesden, nr Manch, Silk Dyer. Pet Feb 16. 
Swan, Manch. 
Parr, Matthew, Blackpool, Pet Feb 15, Poulton, March 3 
Plant, 
Percival, Thos, Latchford, Chester, Cowkeeper. 
March 3 at 12, Grundy, Manch. 
Exeter, March 
Tiverton, and Toby, Exeter. 
Poo, John Tibballs Leonard, Botcheston, Leicester, Farm Bailiff. Pet Feb 
15. Birm, Mareh7 at 12. James & 


Manch, March ! at 11. 
Fishmonger. 
at 12, 
Pet Feb 8. Manch, 
— Freee terrae Somerset, Grocer. Pet Feb 15. 
il 
Pool, Mary Ann, Botcheston, Leicester, Spinster. Pet Feb 15. Birm, March 
J , Birm. 


7 ati. James & 

Pool, Sarah Jane, Botcheston, — Spinster. Pet Feb 15. Birm, 
March 7 at 12. James & Griffin, Birm 

Potts, John, rig nr ances Brickmaker. Adj Feb 9. Manch, 
March 9 at }1. 

Price, ee ee Carlton po uot, Trent, Bootmaker. Pet Feb 17. Newark, 

Qat Newark 

Probert, Edwin, am, Beerseller. Pet Feb 15. Cheltenham, 

March 3 lk 


tenham. 
Ramsden, John eee Chalten Reed and Heald Maker. Pet Feb 16. 

igway, Jen, Maly. Watson, Bradford, and Bond & Barwick, Leeds, 
Wegeay, Joh ag nr enema, Mason, Adj Jan 18. Rotherham, 


4atl York. 
Rodgers, Noha” Wath-upon-Dearne, York, Blacksmith. Pet Feb 17. 
Rotherham, March 7 * 1. Ryalls, Sheffield. 


Baas. deve, Mow, ous of business, Pet Fob 13. Birm, Feb 29 et 10, 
East, 
Salisbury, 1, Earl Shilton, Leicester, Saddler, Pet Feb 16. Hinchley, 


Eeiitte Re ele e eye nara" 


Adj Jan 20, Salford, 
March 5 at 9.30. Gardner, Manch. 





Portsea, Baker, Pct Feb16, Portsmouth, March 2 at 11. 


Spreadbary, » John, Cheltenham, Dealer in Wines. Pet Feb 15. Cheltch- 
Marchi 3 at 11. aietion Cheltenham 


Rgpieterd, sl Pet Feb 12. Notting. 
omar at ll. Dawson oe ham. 


Notting 
Steward, Isaac, Margate, Gardener. Pet Feb 15. Margate, Match 7 at 
12. Fowne, Margate. 


be 47 » John, Birm, Blacksmith. Pet Feb 12 (for pau). Birm, Feb 

at 

Thorp, Williamson, West Hi Fishmonger. Pet Feb 13. New- 
castle-upon-Tyne, March 8 at 12. 1, ham. 

Walker, Nelson, P! th, Retired Civil — Ad@j Jan 15. East 
Stonehouse, March 2 at ll. Fowler, Plymouth 


Weston, John, Horsley Woodhouse, Derby, hey Manufacturer. Adj Feb 
15, Belper, March 5 at 12, Walker, 
White, Saml, Neath, Grocer. Pet Feb i. * “Neath, March | at 1. 


Tripp, Swansea, 
Whittaker, Geo, Blackburn, Fish Dealer. Pet Feb 5 (for pau). Lan- 


caster, March 4 at 10. Gardner, Mi 

Wily, Leonard Cooke, Salford, Butcher, Pet Feb 17: Salford, Maréti 5 
at 9.30. Hodgeon, lanch. 

Wise, Wm, N Pet Feb 15. Leeds, Feb 29 at 


orthallerton, Auctioneer. 
11,15. Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 


Torspay, Feb. 23, 1864. 
To Surrender in London. 


— John, Prebend-st, Islington, Watchmaker. Pet Feb1é. Match 
5atll, Bramwell, Scott's- 
pares Arthur Stephen, Mount-st, Grosvenor- nord, Clerk in the War Office. 
Pet Feb 18. March 8at 1, Dubois, Ch 


Cash, John, Harrow, Builder, Adj Feb as h 15 at It, ae. 
Mary, Dove-ct, Old Jewry, General shop keeper. Pet Feb it. 
h8ati2. Lay, Poultry. 
Creevy, John Edw, Victoria-grove, Stoke Newington, Dealer in Boots and 
Shoes. Adj Feb 18. M 8at2. Aldridge. 
Dicey, Annie Cruchley, bed 's-bldgs, Holborn, Schoolmistress. Adj Féb 
18. March 8at2. Ald 


Dicey, Geo Thos Cruchley, Pancras-sq, Somers-town, Printer. Adj Feb 
18. March 8 at ll. Aldridge. 
Downton, Abraham, Pentonville-rd, Cheesemonger. Pet Feb 19. March 


8 ati, Pearce, Giltspurest. 
s, =” Peter-st, Islington, Painter, Adj Feb 18. March 8 at 2 


Fulconer, Geo, Sophia- -ter, Peckham, Nurseryman. Pet Feb 19. March 8 


atll, Moss, Martin’s-lane 
Faulkner, Daniel, Abingdon, Butcher. Pet Feb 18. March'8 at 2. Tre- 


herne & Co, Aldermanbury. 


Few, Joseph, Queen-st, Hackney-rd, Beéerseller. Pet Feb 15. March 8 
atl. Chidley, Old Jewry. j 

Gaskell, John, Thornhaugh, Northampton, Farmer, Pet Feb 20. March 
7 at 2. Wright & Bonner, London-st, and Law, Stamford 


Handford, Saml, Grenville-st, Somers-town, Marine Store Dealer. Pet 
Feb 19. March 7 at 2. Wells, Moorgate-st. 
Harris, Wm, High-st, Shorediteh, Baker. Pet Feb 19. March 7 at 4. 
he Fenchuich-st. 
Oxford-st, Auctioneer. Adj Feb 18. March 8 at 2,- A} 
acting t m, Old Kent-rd, Carpenter. Adj Feb 17, March 15 at 
ge. 


Heymeson, Albért, Oxford-market, Tailor. Pet Feb 18. Maréh 8 ati. 


per, C! -CT Oss. 
Hunt, Chas, Bernard-st, Primrose-hill, Comm Agent. Pet Féb 
20. 


Middix, 

March 8 at 2. Waldron, Lamb’ 's Conduit-st. 

Jenkins, Wm John, Bonchurch, Isle of Wight, Baker, Pet 7 19. March 

4 at 2. Simpson, Wellington-st, London-bridge, and Bousefield; 

Ventnor. 

=: “wee West, Coal Merchant. Adj Feb 18. March 8 at 
2. e. 

Katzenstein, Fidele, Queen-st, Soho-sq, Victualler. Pet Feb 15. Marek 

S8atil. Jay, New-inn. din 


Kidd, Arthur Duffie, Wood-st, Hat Manufacturer. Pet Feb 17. 
7 ati. Ditchman, Gray’s-inn-sq. 
Kitchen, Thos, sen, Willow-walk Shoreditch, out of business. Pet Feb 
Barnard’ 's-inn, 


20, March 8 at2. Parsons, 

Ladd, Benj cps rd, Bermondsey, Baker. Adj Feb 17. March 8 
atl. Aldri 

Langmead, — South-st, — Boot Maker. Pet Feb 18. 
March 7 a Ca , Gt Towe 


North, vee ae Norton, Hare-ct, Leather- = Beerseller. Adj Feb 18; March 
5 at 
Pask, Hy, Aldentam-tr, St Pancras, Painter and Glazier. Adj Feb 18. 


March 15 atl 
Pet Feb 13. March 8 at 2. 


ldridge. 

Picken, David, Tocanaea Coal Merchant. 
Peverley, Coleman-st. 

Sawyer, i Wm, Kenton-rd, South Hackney, Baker, Pet Feb 19. March 

Sat2. Phi , Coleman-st 


noes, John , Leader: -st, Chelsea, China and Glass Dealer. Pet Feb 
March 8 $ atl, Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Sieh Fredk SS Hornsey-rd, ‘Holloway, Builder, Pet Feb 19: March 
atll. Jue 

Standing, Jas, Kent-st, Southwark, Wood Dealer. Adj Feb 17. March 
lati. Aldridge. 

Sullivan, Catherine, King-st, Poplar, out of business. Adj Feb 16. March 
5 at 12. Aldrid; 


Weall, Benj, Cliften-rd, Camden Town, Cattlé Salesman, Pet Feb 18. 
March 8 at 1, oe Stafford-st. , ; 

Wiklia, Chas, jas, Oxford, Butcher. Pét Feb 16. MareliS atti, Everiil, 
Piceadi] 


i} 
™ To Surrender in the Country. 


Adams, Chas, Eastbourne, Riding Master. Pet Feb 15. Lewes; March 3 
at 10, Lambe, Brighton. 

Baggott, Joseph, Moxley, Stafford, out of Dusiness, Adj Feb 16. Birm, 

March 18 at 12. James & G 


riffin, Birr, 
Bainton, Hy, Handsworth, , Provision Dealer, Pét Jan 22 (for 
pau). Birm, March 22 at 10. 
Baird, Assistant Warehouseman. Pet Feb 19. Birm, March 
22 at 10. "Duke, Birm. 
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Birm, 


Birch, John, Bloxwich, a Publican. Pet Feb 19. Walsall, March 
Bowden, Josiah, Manch, Wood Turner. 
Brimacombe, Richd, Frithelstock, Devon, Yeoman. Pet Feb 18, Exeter, 
Brooks, Thos, Tat Bank, nr Oldbury, Machinist. 
9at 10. Ciarke, Birm. 
Pet Feb 18. Leicester, March 5 
Bumford, Jas, Birm, Tailor. 
Birm. 
Collyer, — Geo, Birm, - Pet Feb 17. Birm, March 22 at 10. 
G80 
Denny, Bobt Arthur, Cheltenham, Gent. 
Dixon, Joseph, Morley, York, Cloth Manufacturer. Pet Feb 15. Leeds, 
March 9 at 11. Hindle 
Ellison, Joseph, & Thos Hallam, Hareholme, Millwrights. Pet Feb 20. 
Swan, 
Pet Feb 19. Beverley, March 7 at 
ey. 
Francis, Hy, Blewgyd, = gape Broker. 
March 7 at 11. Digby & Sons, Maldon. 
Lowestoft, March 9 at 
at 12. Lisle, Durham. 
at12. Griffin, Birm, and Sale & Co, Manch. 
Manch, March 7 at 11, 
March 22 at 10, Duke, Birm 
12 at 9.30. Swan, Manch, 
, Veterinary Surgeon. Pet Feb 18. Birm, 
March 7 at 11. Morris, Swansea. 
Pet Feb 20. Sal- 
Knight, Jas, Fortuneswell, Island of Portland, Tailor. 
10. Lambe, Brighton. 
Adj Feb 15. 
Brittan, 
Bristol. 
Lpool, March 7 
at ll. 
Barnsley, March 8 at 10. Mason, 


4atil, Sheldon, Wednesb 
lagbrough, Wm, Halifax, Mechanic. Pet Feb 18. Halifax, March 11 at 
lo. J ubb, Halifax. 
Adj Feb 16. Manch, March 8 at 
12. Gardner, Manch. 
March Il at 11, Flond, Exeter. 
Brisband, Hy, Coleshill, Warwick, Button Maker, out of business. Pet 
Feb 19. Birm, March 22 at 10. Parry, Birm 
Pet Feb 19. West- 
bromwich, March 9 at 10. Shakespeare, Oldbury. 
Brown, oo Westbromwich, Brewer. Pet Feb 19. Westbromwich, March 
Buckler, Wm, a eos aseismic 
at ll. Petty, Leices' 
Pet Feb 19. Birm, March 22 at 10. East, 
» Wm, Cartmel, wo bias Butcher, Adj Oct 9. Manch, March 
9atil. Gardner, M 
Barber, 
Coombes, Saml, Birm, Draper. Pet Feb 10. Birm, March 14 at 12. 
Hodgson & Son, Birm. 
Adj Feb 19. Bristol, March 4 
at it. Brittan, Bristol. 
March 10 at 11. Blackburn, Leeds. 
Edmonds, Fredk Wm, Fy aoe nr Lpool, Cooper. Pet Feb 22. Lpool, 
Ellis, Edwd, Garth, nr Bangor, Shipbuilder. Pet Feb 20. Lpool, March 
4atil. Evans & Co, L 
Bacup, March 5 at 11. Watson, Bacup 
Fowler, Thos, Salford, Brewer. Pet Feb 19, Manch, March 4 at II, 
Fox, John, Beverley, Wheelwright. 
10. Champney, Beverle 
Adj Jan 18. Bristol, March 
4atil. Brittan, Bristo! 
Freeman, John, Saeary, ‘Essex, Carrier. Pet Feb 20. Chelmsford, 
Goffin, Jas, Lowestoft, Wheelwright, Pet Feb 18. 
ll. Kent, Beccles. 
Graham, Geo, Durham, General Smith, Pet Feb 13. Durham, March 4 
Hamlyn, Wm Hy, Manch,Comm Agent. Pet Jan22. Manch, March 9 
Heap, Hy, Staleybridge, Brewer. Pet Feb 19. 
Buckley, Staleybridge. 
‘olmes, Thos, Aston-juxta-Birm, Pork Butcher. Pet Feb 18. 
Inglis, Thos, Manch, Comm Agent. Adj Feb 17. Manch, March 7 
at 9.30. Gardner, Manch. 
Isherwood, John White, Salford, non-trader, Pet Feb 18. Salford, March 
Jenks, John, Ellesmere, Salo 
March 18 at 12. Hodgson & Son, Birm, and Pritchard, Ellesmere. 
Jones, David, Ystalyfera, Glamorgan, Boot Maker. Pet Feb17. Neath, 
Kenworthy, Wm, Chectham, Manch, Warehouseman. 
ford, March 5 at 9.30. Atkinson, Manch. 
Pet Feb 17. Wey- 
mouth, h 2at 10. Howard, Weymouth. 
Lamb, Wm, Purton, Wiltshire, Draper. Pet Feb 12. Lewes, March 3 at 
Leigh, Leonard, Yarmouth, Isle of Wight, Coal Merchant, 
Newport, March 5 at 11. Urry, Newport. 
Lewis, John, Carmarthen, Adj Feb 13. Bristol, March 4 at 11. 
Maw, ~ Lister, Lpool, Landed Proprietor. Adj Feb 17. 
Maxfield, Rev Jas Morris, Norwell, Nottingham, Clerk. Pet Feb 9. Not- 
—— March 8 at 11. Esam, East Retford, and Freeth & Co, Not- 
Methley, John, Hoyland, nr perry, York, Victualler. Pet Feb 19. 
MeEvinney, Patrick, Liverpool, Wheelwright, Adj Feb 18. Lpool, March 
atl 
Morris, Edwd, Chester, out of business. Pet Feb 20. Chester, March 11 
at 10, Massey, Chester, 
Morris, Jas, Crickhowell, Brecon, Innkeeper. Pet Feb 16. Crickhowell, 
March 3 at 11. Lewis, Crickhowell. 
Murphy, Nicholas, Whitehaven, a Pet Feb 18. Whitehaven, 
March 4 at 10. Webster, Whiteh: 
pag tl Lpool, Milliner. Pet “Feb 17. Lpool, March 7 at Ul. 
Evans 
Mycock, Finney, Ipstones, Stafford, Grocer. Pet Feb 18, Cheadle, March 
4 at 11. - Bagshaw, Uttoxeter. 
Nightingale, Jas, Macclesfield, Silk Manufacturer, Pet Feb 18. Manch, 
4atll. Pickford, Macclesfield. 
rebly, 9 John, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Coachmaker. Pet Feb 17, New- 
astle-under-Lyme, March 5 at 10. Litchfield, Newcastle-under-Lyme. 
Powel Edwd, Mold, Flint, builder. Pet Feb 17. Mold, March 18 at 11. 
Prone Thos Chase Luton, Baker, Pet Feb17. Luton, March 3 at 
Reynolds, Isaiah, Tynraoe, Glamorgan, lamorgan, Farmer, Pet Feb 19. Bristol, 
March 4 at 1). & Brooking, Bristoi. 
Smith, Hy, Swefling, Suffolk, nang Pet Feb 19. Framlingham, 
March 8 at 2. Shafto, F 
Swann, Samuel, Oldham, Grocer’s dadetant. Pet Feb 17. Oldham, 
March 10 at !2. Ambler, Manch, 
Thomas, Chas, Portsea, Builder, Pet Feb 17. Portsmouth, March 8 at 11. 
Paffard, hg 
» Bishopweermouth, Grocer. Pet Feb 18. Sunderland, 
* Robinson, Bishopwearmouth, 


Thompson, W: 
March 4’at L. 





Vile Oe eee, eee Mine Agent. Pet Feb 18. St Columb, 

ons, 

Teenie Angustas, Lyool, Ship Broker. Pet Feb 18, Lpool, March 
al 


Walker, Robt, Bolton-by-Bolland, York, Farmer. Adj Feb 15. March 7 
at 10. Wheeler & Co, Clitheroe. ’ 

Walton, Thos, ye qn , Cattle Dealer. Adj Feb 17. Birm, March 14 at 
12. James 

Ware, Wm, Tunstall, Fruit t Dealer. Adj Feb 16. Hanley, March 13 at 
11. Litchfield, Newcastle-under-Lyme 

Wilkes. John, Wolverhampton, Grocer. ret Feb 18. Wolverhampton, 
March 7 at 12. Stratton. 

Wood, Wm, Lofthouse, near Wakefield, Saddler, Pet Feb 13. Leeds, 
March 4 at 12. Harle, Leeds. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Friwar, Feb. 19, 1864. 
a, Robert Adolph, Mount-st, Lambeth, Chemist and Druggist. 
17. 


Francis, Joseph, Bedford, Builder. Jan 21. 
Shield, Matthew, Belgrave-rd, Middx, and New Bridge-st, Blackfriars, 
Shipowner. Feb 18, 
Turspay, Feb. 23, 1864. 


Brown, Robt, Bradford, Coal Merchant, Feb 18. 





ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
Feb. 19.—By Messrs, Rushwortu, Jarvis, & Aes. 

Freehold estate, situate in the several adjoining parishes of Milton-Ernest, 
Thurleigh, and Clapham, in the county of Bedford, ——. about 
630 acres, with farm-houses, homesteads, detached yards with buildings, 
and seven cottages in and near to the sh of Milton-Ernest, together 

with the manor of Milton-Ernest, &c.—Sold for £25,950. 
Feb, 22.—By Messrs. Bucktanp & Sons. 
Freehold estate known as oer Farm, situate in the parish of Wink- 
field, Berks, comprising , farm, hom , With stabling, 
and about 21 acres of >t let on iease for a term expiring September, 
1877, at the annual rent of ‘£65—Sold for £1,900. 

Freehold plot of building land, situate near the above, and containing 
about 3a. 3r. 15p—Sold for £255. 

F soaty ot Testing png» doing’ and 

reehold property at - comp. a -house premises, 
and seven cottages. The whole | for 99 years from June, 1863, at 
a ground-rent of £95 per annum—So'd for £1,820. 
Freehold residence, known as “ Abbey Lodge,” Merton, Surrey, with its 
Ye" &c., and two paddocks; also, the 
in the main road, containing together 9a." 3r. 9p— 
Sold foe £4 10. 


Profit rental of £107 per annum for a term expiring June, 1869, 

secured on three houses in Bolingbroke-row, Walworth—Sold for £370. 
By Messrs, Cannock, GatsworTuy, & Cainwocx. 

Freehold house, shop, and premises, situate in Clapham Old-town, and a 
piece of ground in the ot er for £1,200. 

Freehold plot of building Jand, containing da. Ir. 24p., situate on the high 
road to Wandsworth—Sold for £1,650 

Freehold ay of building land, containing la. 2r, 26p,, adjoining the above 
—Sold for £1,300. 

Leasehold house, No. 6, Stanhope-place, Mornington-road, Camden-town. 
Term, 99 years from "Lady- day, 1845; ground-rent, 16s, per annum— 
Sold for £800, 

Leasehold house a nd peaions, No. 9, Rutland-street; also the premises 
at the side, entered from Stanhope-street ; term, 99 years from Sep- 
tember, 1842 ; ground-rent, £2 10s—Sold for £900. 

Leasehold honse, No. 20, Rutland-street : term, 95 years from September, 
1842; ground-rent, £2 10s—Sold for £650. 

Leasehold house, No. 21, Rutland-strect ; similar term ani ground-rent— 
Sold for £580. 

es J cesiganee, No. 73, Albert-street, Mornington-crescent — Sold 
for 

Freehold me) = 74, Albert-street—Sold for £1,010. 

Messrs. Putin, Horne, & EvERsFIELD. 

Freehold, two pi Be being Nos. 6 & 7, Mount-terrace, Taunton, 
Somerset—Sold for £520 each. 

Feb, 25.—By Messrs. Toriis & Hanpine. 

Leasehold enhien, ‘situate 0. 11, High-Row, Knigh $ 
ar) roy ay ground-rent, £i per anhum ; let at per annum 
_ for 


By Mr. F, Goopwin. 
Leasehold improved ground-rents, amounting to £162 10s. per annum 
secured on 20 houses in Deveral-street, and 8 houses in Upper Bland- 
street, eye held for a term of iit) years from March, 1825— 
Sold for £1,825. 
The ground lease of a residence, situate at Muswell-hill; held for 96 
years at £8 per annum ground-rent—Sold for £760. 
AT GARRAWAY’S. 
Feb. 19.—By Mr. Rongert Rei. 
Leasehold premises, known as Messrs. Offord’s Carriage Manu 


lanufactory, sit- 
uate No. 79, Wells-street, pocugp.g ow) held for a term of 60 years 


from July, 1853, at a ground-rent of £40 per annum, and 
Spore of 21 years from March, 1853, at a rent of £200 per annum.— 


1,940. 
Leasehold premises, situate at No. 78, Wells-street; term 54 years frem 
daly, 16 1859 ; ground-rent, £30 ‘sawum. Unietionsed tor 0 tans 
at yen Brie pee 1840, at a rental of S315 per annum—Sold 


Mr. Hi 
Leasehold, the “ Victory * publie: ouse, John-street, East-street, Wal- 
worth; held for 36 years at £14 ground- np a for £2,470. 


Feb — pe he. Messrs. oy te 
Absolute reversion to ne the “mm of, aie 
caring: subject to the iif of a ls of a icon teehee of her 
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